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Growing Toward the Sun: How the Good Food Movement catapulted a small NYC third-sector 
organization into rapid growth, success, and many challenges 
 
 
Carole L. Hutchinson 
This dissertation is an ethnographic study of a New York City-based third-sector 
organization focused on what it calls “food justice.” This study concentrates on how this 
organization, that I call Food Rights, has built a broad multi-sector network made up of a varied 
set of constituents and collaborators aiming to develop and promote an alternative food system 
for New York City (NYC). This network model has allowed Food Rights to leverage capacity in 
order to reach thousands of New Yorkers who participate in many different aspects of the local 
food system (LFS) that correspond to its programming. These include Community Supported 
Agriculture (CSA), urban agriculture, emergency food, policy and advocacy efforts, and 
community food education. This dissertation explores the ways that Food Rights navigates the 
contested space of civil society and the third-sector realm through its LFS efforts—a geography 
where Food Rights constituents feel they have a say in how local food is grown, distributed, 
purchased, and prepared. It also considers the complex challenges presented by the burgeoning 
LFS movement in NYC. This study reveals weak contact points in Food Rights network design 
as well as organizational strengths that could assist it and other LFS-focused NGOs in addressing 
the many challenges associated with the social changes that have lead to the spatial, ideological, 
and material shifts that are transforming the NYC landscape into "a new ontology of food.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction—An Inside Look at Food Rights  
Introducing this study of Food Rights and the New York City Local Food System, this 




In early March 2009 I began doing research at a small Manhattan-based nonprofit 
organization I call Food Rights whose mission is to help New York City (NYC) residents, 
especially those who are most marginalized, get access to healthy local vegetables and other 
locally grown food. By mid-May 2009, I had the chance to experience a crisis centered around 
the organization's growing pains that turned out to be a critical juncture not only in the expansion 
of the organization, but of what came to be known in NYC as the "Good Food Movement." 
For Food Rights the crisis centered around hosting the largest group of Americorps2 Vista 
volunteers in the organization's history—13 people, seven to work at Food Rights and the rest to 
work with the organization's partners. The primary concern was where to put them. Food Rights 
offices were then housed in a small two-story building in a mostly residential area on 
Manhattan's Lower East Side.3 Their building was somewhat shabby with old, worn carpeting on 
the stairs leading to their second floor offices. The office's mostly open-floor plan was divided 
into a reception area; a large counter with several computer stations; a waiting area with sofa; a 
makeshift kitchen with compost bucket, electric hot plate, pans for cooking, and a fridge; and an 
added-on bathroom with sliding door and curtain to further separate it from the rest of the room. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 In 1993, President Bill Clinton signed the National and Community Service Trust Act, which established the 
Corporation for National and Community Service and brought the full range of domestic community service 
programs under the umbrella of one central organization. This legislation built on the first National Service Act 
signed by President H.W. Bush in 1990. It also formally launched AmeriCorps, a network of national service 
programs that engage Americans in intensive service to meet the nation’s critical needs in education, public safety, 
health, and the environment. Retrieved from http://www.americorps.gov/about/ac/history.asp downloaded 16 
December 2012) 
3 All actor/informant names have been changed along with key identifying characteristics of these people and the 
organization that would not alter the data or narrative about its work. 
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There were also two small, enclosed offices and a large conference room, the latter lined with 
boxes of supplies and materials from previous moves. Seven staff members worked in this area, 
and another area that I never visited housed five more. But no matter how shabby or makeshift 
this space might have seemed to some, the staff seemed to like the sunny, homey, "grassroots" 
space that I had heard was a big improvement over using shared space in other third-sector 
organizations as had been the case in the past.  
With a little over three weeks before the volunteers arrived, a June 5 staff meeting was 
partly devoted to determining how a space that functionally could hold 18 would accommodate 
23 people. As we sat in the conference room with spring sunlight flooding in from the large 
windows, everyone threw out ideas of how the space could be arranged to hold the new 
volunteers who would be with the organization for one year. Diagrams of the rooms were drawn 
on large flip chart paper. Could they work some sort of complex rotating schedule for desks held 
by part-time staff? Some staff members began discussing the logic of who should sit next to 
whom, based on how closely they worked together. This was an exercise in collaboration and 
democracy. They voted on the new plan for how everyone would move around between the two 
spaces to accommodate the seven new Vistas, and it was unanimously agreed that they would 
move internally within the two office spaces on June 26 and train the new people three days later.  
 But fate intervened—fate in the form of a wealthy, well-connected Board board Member 
member who gave Food Rights the option to move into a family-owned office building in 
Manhattan's Chelsea neighborhood. Six days after that first frenzied staff meeting, the staff met 
again and set up charts to show the pros and cons of moving or staying. The pros of moving 
included: "It's an opportunity to purge, a fresh start—we're oblivious to our junk"; "We could all 
finally work in the same space"; "We'd have a kitchen sink"; "Every office would have a 
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window"; "There would be better food cart options." Matched with the pros of staying: "An 
internal move [within the building] would cost us less"; "It would be less effort and time to 
move"; "No address change"; "We're used to this space, and it's more formal there [in the new 
space]"; "People know where we are"; "We're near the farmer's market." The pros of going 
prevailed: "We're oblivious to our junk"; "This would solve the bathroom privacy issues"; 
"There's all that music and smoking from the bar downstairs"; "It's physically inaccessible with 
the stairs"; "The other place has a real kitchen, and mail and cleaning services." A serious 
conversation ensued about a staff member who had an elderly dog she brought to work each day: 
"What will happen to Chipmunk?" Dogs were not allowed in the new building. The final vote 
was in favor of moving, and a detailed plan was set in place as to what each staff member would 
be doing to make this huge effort happen. 
 But even the excitement about moving to a fancy new office space more centrally located 
could not possibly foretell the momentous changes that were about to happen.  During 2009 what 
became known in NYC as the "Good Food Movement" expanded to a large stage, if not the 
mainstream. That year Food Rights partnered with city government to host a huge conference at 
a private university replete with teleconferenced messages from celebrities and Nobel Peace 
Prize-winning environmentalists; the organization became the leader in legislation to legalize 
bee-keeping within city limits; its network of Community Supported Agriculture (CSA)4 sites 
began to grow rapidly, and the notion of urban agriculture was abuzz among both young hipsters, 
long-time community gardeners, and people who grew up with a history of growing food in the 
city or in the country, whether they came form the Caribbean or North Carolina. The Local Food 
System would never be the same, and neither would Food Rights. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) is a local food distribution model that allows consumers to purchase 
food directly from a farmer by purchasing a "share" of food at the beginning of a growing season, and then receiving 
allotments of food weekly over about 22 weeks.  
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The Purpose: What This Study Aims to Accomplish 
 
This organizational study highlights the work of not only a self-described food justice 
organization but also, more broadly, the field of New York City's (NYC) food systems. These 
systems involve the small alternative food system that Food Rights has attempted to create 
within its network as set against the backdrop of the larger corporate global food system with 
which most of us engage. It focuses on the complex field of networks, varied notions of civil 
society, and ways that both Food Rights and its constituents use the contested space of civil 
society and the third-sector realm to create an alternative food system—a geography where Food 
Rights constituents feel they have a say in how local food is grown, distributed, purchased, and 
prepared, and perhaps more importantly a strong sense of what their relationship is to those 
processes and food itself. 
The study has a three-part purpose:  
(1) To make a contribution to the current discourse on efforts to provide an alternative to 
the corporate food system and integrate it into mainstream consumer options (Goodman, 2002, 
2004; Lockie, 2002; Guthman, 1998, 2002, 2011; Weatherell et al, 2003). 
 (2) To specifically address the discourse of agriculture as a venue for civic engagement 
(Hinrichs & Lyson, 2007; Lyson, 2004, 2005; DeLind, 1999, 2002, 2010); and  
(3) To more fully understand how the focal organization, and other food-focused non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) can best support their constituencies in a landscape in which 
food systems are the process of being reconsidered and possibly restructured. 
 
The argument: Networks are a highly important organizing and program leveraging 
design for NGOs serving constituents interested in developing an alternative food system. 
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Combining a multi-sector network design with a broad skills- and values-based educational 
platform allow for heightened capacity to promote the LFS. However, both of these 
educational areas and a strong network are necessary to support fully the LFS and 
maintain NGO health. 
For the past few years there has been heated debate over the viability of New York’s 
Local Food System (LFS)—food grown within 150 miles of the city and, lately, in it. Since 1995, 
however, this study’s focal organization, Food Rights, has been working to create spaces (both 
literally and ideologically through multi-sector associations and network systems) where average 
New Yorkers can grow, distribute, access, and use local food through an alternative food system.  
In considering the work of Food Rights, I will draw attention to the significance of the LFS and 
the organization's role in developing and maintaining it. Whether this system is viable or can 
meet the needs of the NYC population is not within the scope of this study. Rather, I am 
interested in this organization's 17 years of work to attempt to build an alternative food system 
mobilized through adult "participatory" or folk educational platforms and a multi-sector network. 
What makes this research most timely is that it was conducted just when the spotlight on the LFS 
began to grow in NYC. This provided a unique view of Food Rights' changing roles within a 
particular period in the history of LFS development.  
Overarching Theoretical Directives  
 My overarching theoretical inspirations derive from the paradigms developed over the 
past several decades concerning the notion of "practice." As Ortner (1994) indicates, "[M]odern 
practice theory seeks to explain the relationship[s] that obtain between human action, on the one 
hand, and some global entity which we may call ‘the system’ on the other" (p. 392). These 
"systems" in the context of this study focus on the complex arrangements through which food is 
produced, distributed, processed, and consumed, either industrially or through smaller local 
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models. This system, according to the definition Ortner provides, covers social relations, 
economic arrangements, political processes, cultural categories, norms, values, ideals and 
emotional patterns (p. 392). While it functions as an integral whole, the focal organization and 
the LFS that it supports also have "specific realities of asymmetry, inequality and domination in 
a given time and place" (p. 392).  
 When considering an arrangement or a situation like the LFS from a systemic perspective, 
it’s easier to see "highly patterned and routinized behavior in systems of reproduction" (Ortner 
1994, p. 394). So that while the global/industrial food system promotes a system of reproduction 
whereby every aspect of the food chain from production to consumption have become so 
routinized that it’s difficult even for people wanting to develop an alternative system to imagine 
what that would look like (Mount 2012). For instance, it’s very hard for people to consider direct 
purchases between producers and consumers or that food can be grown at a relatively large scale 
in urban settings even though these things are currently a part of not only the work that Food 
Rights is doing but many other groups and private entrepreneurs as well. As for reproduction 
within the LFS, this study reveals that as the interest in the LFS has become more of a focus, 
much of what Food Rights had been doing as a pioneering NGO, is now being co-opted by the 
business and governmental sectors, in addition to competing NGOs. Whether other NGOs and 
civil-society sectors will reproduce the values inherent in Food Rights work remains to be seen. 
What’s more, as the LFS grows and becomes more "mainstream," will it and Food Rights be able 
to retain values focused on civic engagement, reciprocity, trust, and collaboration? These topics 
are discussed not only in the data chapters (5-7) but in the concluding chapter as well. 
 Ultimately, with a focus on practice within some sort of "system," the goal is to look at 
the "forces in play upon actors, as a way of understanding where actors, as we say, are coming 
	   8	  
from. In particular, a system is analyzed with the aim of revealing the sorts of binds it creates for 
actors, the sorts of burdens it places upon them…" (Ortner, 1994, p. 395). In the following 
chapters I will review the "binds" that the LFS creates for consumer-actors who are limited by 
time, money, interest in civil society or the LFS, knowledge. I also consider Food Rights as an 
actor that is also limited by organizational capacity, as well as awareness and foresight about the 
possible rapid shifts that may occur in the currently unpredictable LFS landscape. Why does the 
LFS have a certain configuration and how does this constrain practice? As Ortner (1994) 
indicates, “[T]here seems to be a general agreement that action is constrained most deeply and 
systemically by the ways in which culture controls the definitions of the world for actors, limits 
their conceptual tools, and restricts their emotional repertoires" (p. 397). 
 Some level of domination of the industrial food system is evident in that it shapes actors' 
lives through the landscape in which it operates (Bourdieu, 1999, Rabinow,1975, Barnett & 
Silverman, 1979). For instance, it’s part of the broader capitalist system, a broader 
society/culture that accepts it (and often feels completely satisfied with it), and a variety of 
complex historical forces that support it (such as women entering the workforce and having 
limited time for food-related activities).  
 From a theoretical point of view, this dissertation considers how practice shapes food 
systems and how those systems are changed by practice—especially though the efforts of the 
focal organization, Food Rights. And for this I am especially concerned with practices related to 
everyday living (Bourdieu, 1999; deCerteau, 1984). As Ortner (1994) reminds us: 
"All of these routines and scenarios are predicated upon and embody within themselves, 
the fundamental notions of temporal, spatial, and social ordering that underlie and 
organize the system as a whole. In enacting these routines, actors not only continue to be 
shaped by the underlying organizational principles involved, but continually re-endorse 
those principles in the world of public observation and discourse" (p. 398)." 
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Finally, in considering changes in practice, I consider the work of Sahlins (1964, 1981) in 
the ways that changes in power are often gradual and based on the ways that existing relations 
change. This perspective considers that people who are in different social positions have 
different worldviews and interests impacting their actions. In considering the possibilities for the 
LFS, it’s interesting to see the many ways Food Rights' partner- and constituent-actors have 
different interests and needs, and these will no doubt affect the shape of the future LFS. Sahlins 
sees change as "failed reproduction" (Ortner, 1994, p. 400). However, while this view may seem 
too easy, he does consider "the many mechanisms that tend, in the normal course of events, to 
hold a system in place despite what appear to be important changes in practices" (Ortner, 1994, p. 
400). The latter notion parallels the work of Murdoch (2000) who sees the LFS as a David 
compared to the mighty Goliath of the industrial food system, with opposing values and systemic 
processes. 
 As noted in chapter 2, this dissertation also makes use of two network-oriented 
theoretical models: Actor Network Theory (ANT) (Latour, 2005; Law, 1986) and Networks of 
Innovation and Learning (NIL) (Murdoch, 2000). I made use of these conceptual models to help 
me frame how Food Rights uses its network to promote rural and urban economic development, 
encourage the values of trust and mutual respect, attach its network to existing social structures, 
and attempt to be agile and flexible in this changing LFS landscape through a branding scheme 
that I will discuss in subsequent chapters and an innovative Urban Agriculture Institute platform. 
These frames have also helped me understand the strength of its network contact points and the 
efforts required to maintain and expand the network. 
All of these theoretical concerns and interests have helped me to form my research 
questions and to carry out this project. 
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Research questions  
 
Overarching question: What difficulties does Food Rights face in helping New Yorkers 
participate in the development of a Local Food System (LFS)?  
 
Sub-question 1: How does the focal organization educate its partners, collaborators and staff in 
an effort to enable them to engage actively in LFS development? How does it make use of folk 
education tools in its efforts to promote civic engagement in LFS development? (chapter 5) 
 
Sub-question 2: How does the focal organization educate its target populations in an effort to 
create LFS distribution venues and platforms? How does it make use of folk education tools in 
its efforts to promote civic engagement in LFS development?  (chapter 6 and 7) 
 
Sub-question 3: How does the focal organization make use of multi-sector networks to promote 
its efforts to develop, support, and promote the LFS?  (chapters 5, 6, and 7) 
Background and context: This study focuses on a very small segment of food-related social 
science research: food systems, specifically those that exist as alternatives to the corporate or 
industrial food system. Moreover, this study is focused on systems associated with sustainable or 
regenerative agricultural structures that are locally situated. I am particularly interested in how 
these local food systems are mobilized by the focal organization through associative and 
collaborative networks strengthened through trust and cooperation. I also aim to explore Food 
Rights as a third-sector or non-governmental organization and its role in overlapping, 
collaborating, and competing with business, governmental, and private sectors. Finally, I 
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consider how the focal organization makes use of community or what I call "folk" education 
models to mobilize its network and promote civic engagement around LFS development. All of 
these subjects are covered in depth in chapter 2, but I will briefly describe some important 
themes here as they provide the basis for this research study and show how these interwoven and 
recurring motifs explain how Food Rights attempts to educate its partners, staff, and constituents 
while endeavoring to build and maintain its network structure. 
Engaging a "mildly turbulent polity": While there are many perspectives on how best to 
address a food system overhaul—an activity that Food Rights founders were aiming for—the 
organization is rooted in the use of cooperation, collaboration, and associational networks in its 
attempts to develop an alternative food system. Through my analysis of Food Rights, I hope to 
add to the literature focused on civic agriculture (Lyson, 2004, 2005; DeLind, 1999, 2002, 2010) 
and to highlight the significance of civic efforts in reshaping the LFS. These include specific 
notions of civil society that allow for social change to take place through relational engagement 
such as social associations and solidarity networks (Chandoke, 2003, p. 14).  
As a third-sector organization, Food Rights activities within the contested landscape of 
civil society seem to follow what Walzer (1995) calls "a space of uncoerced human association 
and a set of relational networks" (p.7). This is a form of civic engagement where volunteerism is 
based, at least according to Fergusonian and Toquevillian models, on notions of collaboration, 
association and the resistant activities of a "mildly turbulent polity" (Oz-Salzberger, 1995, p. xx). 
This dissertation, however, seeks to explore more fully what Wood (1990) has called the 
"glamorization of civil society" (p. 63). Food Rights' collaborative network model illustrates 
what Rose and Miller (1992) refer to as the explicit links between power, knowledge, and 
expertise—it’s these links that I will explore in chapters 7 and 8 as the organization is challenged 
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with survival in the current competitive climate of LFS interest. What will it be required to do in 
order to survive? How will its choices affect its type of civic engagement? 
Locating food rights as an organization: I also consider Food Rights' role as a third-sector 
organization and the ways it interacts with other social sectors (business, government, and the 
informal or private realm [van Til, 2000, p. xi]) in order to provide services that other sectors 
cease to provide or never provided as well as to compete for funding that other sectors are now 
vying for. This is the case for Food Rights' urban agriculture programming in the early 2000s as 
the governmental sector defunded technical agricultural assistance within NYC at that time—
providing space for Food Rights' programming.  
I also consider Food Rights’ many locations within the third-sector realm. It’s a non-
governmental organization (NGO) experiencing success and rapid growth as well as angst in a 
time of turbulence and change as what has come to be known in NYC as the "Good Food 
Movement" has gained ground, causing the entire NYC LFS-scape to change. Also, given Food 
Rights' efforts to create an alternative food system that would allow for greater food justice for 
both farmers and their urban constituents, I identify Food Rights as a Social Movement 
Organization (Lang, 2013; Minkoff, 1997), as it’s an organization that attempts "to implement 
movement goals" (Lang, 2013, p. 66).   Food Rights fits into this category as an organization that 
has promoted the civic engagement of its constituency and partners in order to mobilize food 
system change. As will be discussed in chapter 2, however, as social movements are constantly 
shape-shifting, awareness of these changes and their impact are important for organizations to 
discern in order to be able to meet constituency and movement needs.  
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Additionally, organizational theory can provide important insight into many of the changes that 
Food Rights is experiencing as the organization grows and enters a new landscape that is far 
more competitive than ever before. One of the most common issues to consider is what Lang 
(2013) calls "NGOization"—moving NGOs toward more professional, institutional, and 
bureaucratic structures, as discussed in chapter 2. Some theorists (Zald & McCarthy, 1987) see 
structural change toward greater "professionalization" as "a central precondition for the success 
of new social movements" (Lang, 2013, p. 67). An example of an NGO using professionalization 
in productive ways is how the AFL-CIO used organizational structure and systematic planning to 
orchestrate the Seattle World Trade Organization protests in 1999 (Lang 2013, p. 65). However, 
while Food Rights gained some aspects of NGOization just by shifting from its grassroots 
coalition framework to legally becoming a non-profit organization back in 1995, as a third-sector 
organization grows and is beset by greater competition and adversity, the more it must consider 
its potentiality to disconnect from its constituents through these processes.  
Food Rights' activity as a third-sector organization is complex even without the intense 
competition it has experienced over the past few years. There is much to consider especially in 
its capacity to influence other sectors. For instance, it uses its third-sector influence by 
collaborating with city government on conferences or to promote food policy, it receives grants 
from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and advocates influencing Federal 
Farm Bill policy. These efforts support the notion that networks are enacted, contested, and 
developed through state action—meaning that, as Lockie (2002( states, “Government is treated 
here not as an institution, but as an activity, or social practice, concerned with the ‘conduct of 
conduct’” (p. 283).  
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Riding the wave of social change: This research also considers existing social movements, 
specifically those focused toward agriculture. Most prominently is the global movement known 
for its efforts to develop alternative food systems that focus on quality, sustainability (or 
regenerative capacity), with a geographically local focus (Murdoch, 2000; Salais & Storpor, 
1992; Murdoch & Miele, 1999; Murdoch et al, 2000b; Goodman, 2002a, 2004; Lockie & Kitto, 
2000; Guthman, 2002; Weatherell, et al 2003).  It’s important to clarify, however, that Food 
Rights is in a vortex of several powerful social movements that have been going on for some 
time. As noted, the largest and most closely tied to Food Rights organizational vision and 
mission is the Quality Food Movement, mentioned above and discussed extensively in chapter 2, 
which has been globally powerful for several decades. Other impacts or forces that cannot 
technically be classified as movements (which can only result from "extra-institutional methods 
at least some of the time" (Lang, 2013, p. 66; Minkoff, 1997, p. 780), are the efforts on the part 
of governmental health agencies and the third-sector agencies that support them to combat 
growing public health concerns about the ties between diets low in fresh vegetables and fruits 
and chronic diseases such as diabetes and hypertension. These are ailments that are at epidemic 
levels especially in NYC's most marginalized neighborhoods (Dinour et al, 2008; NYC 
Community Health Profiles5; Policylink Report, 2005). Food Rights has also maintained long-
term links with a variety of other food-related movements tied to the partners and collaborators 
who make up its multi-sector network: Anti-hunger, community gardening, environmental 
protection, community-based economic development, and the preservation of local farms and 
farmers. All of these social justice efforts have come together to form a multifaceted social 
movement around food that often means different things to different people. An important aspect 
of my research was that until 2010, Food Rights staff and partners that I interviewed were just 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Retrieved from http://www.nyc.gov/html/doh/html/data/data.shtml. 19 March 2013. 
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beginning to identify food-related social activity in NYC as a "movement" but were skeptical 
about naming it or acknowledging it. In keeping with this tentative identification with a "social 
movement," the provenance of the term "Good Food Movement" is uncertain. The first time I 
heard it was at the 2010 Food Rights Summit on Food & Climate Change that was co-sponsored 
by the focal organization, a NYC government official, and a NYC private college. The term, 
while broad enough to stand in for so many aspects of this movement, belies the fact that NYC is 
beset with many social movements related to all aspects of the food system, and while I use this 
term to define the force that is currently impacting Food Rights, I am well aware how complex 
and entangled the various "movements" and "social justice efforts" are that create the landscape 
within which Food Rights must function. 
Educating the citizenry: Using education as a vehicle for social change is not a new concept, 
but it’s actually the first service Food Rights offered constituents and partners in the early- and 
mid-1990s. Its early forums and conferences brought together rural agricultural producers and 
urban food consumers to learn about Community Supported Agriculture6 through dialogue.7 
From the mutual-improvement societies of early 19th-century England that sought to help 
working class people learn through self-led associational meetings (Thompson, 2001, p. 99) to 
peasant-aimed literacy movements in South America (McLaren, 2000) to the informal adult 
education that helped southern blacks read to enable them to vote (Horton, 1990), education has 
been a common vehicle for mobilizing social justice efforts. While Food Rights calls their 
educational platforms "participatory," I refer to them here as folk education because they most 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 A direct farmer-to-consumer distribution model discussed extensively in Chapters 4 and 6 that involves consumers 
purchasing a "share" of food directly from a farmer at the beginning of the season to take on some of the risks 
associated with agricultural production, and to help the farmer avoid the cost of interest bearing loans for things like 
seeds, fertilizer, equipment repair etc. In return, consumers receive a set amount of food each week for 
approximately 22 weeks between June and November. 
7 Interview transcript Kayla Martin 7.30.10; Interview transcript Ed Larimar 11.5.10 
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closely resemble the work of the Highlander School in Appalachia, which is based on this model. 
Myles Horton founded the Highlander School in 1932 based largely on early versions of Danish 
folk schools (Horton, 1989) that were considered cooperative communities of learners making 
use of direct person-to-person interchange.8 While the Food Rights' educational curriculum 
varies for some of its programming, the bulk of education for staff and partners makes use of a 
model they call the Training of Trainers (TOT), which was originally strongly inspired by the 
work of Horton, Paulo Freire, and other adult educators, many of whom were focused on 
promoting social justice through education.9 Additionally, a cadre of Food Rights Network 
community trainers trained through the TOT share their knowledge about cooking and urban 
agriculture through "participatory" or "cooperative" knowledge-sharing techniques in their own 
neighborhoods throughout NYC.  
Networks as organizational structure and analytical tool: Food Rights' multi-sector network 
structure is a perfect match for this organization for so many reasons. It’s the original conceptual 
paradigm of its founder, Kayla Martin, a young policy-minded environmentalist trained in 
international development at Columbia, who based her early coalition meetings on a diverse, but 
interrelated set of members tied in some way to the food system. Networks are also relational, 
which makes this structure an ideal platform to mobilize the organization's civic engagement 
efforts in keeping with Fergusonian and Toquevillian notions of the associational nature of civil 
society. Finally, it serves as a key mobilizing and capacity-building vehicle for this small 
educational organization with limited capacity in its efforts to promote the alternative food 
systems development throughout all of NYC's five boroughs.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 Retreived from http://peopleseducation.org/history/folk-education/. 18 March 2013. 
9 Interview transcript Andrea Holliston 3.14.11 
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Summary 
 
This dissertation provides an ethnographic account of an organization experiencing 
substantial growth and success alongside the challenges caused by increasing market competition. 
This new set of conditions affecting Food Rights were precipitated by recent interest on the part 
of governmental and business sector actors to provide food system-related services and 
programming that for nearly a decade were provided almost single-handedly by Food Rights.  
Through a careful analysis of Food Rights educational programming and network design, 
I attempt to dislodge and uncover some of the key programming opportunities and pitfalls that 
already exist or are on the horizon.  
Chapter 5 provides a detailed account of the ways in which Food Rights mobilizes its 
LFS advocacy efforts through a cadre of community trainers and chefs educated in "peer-to-
peer" dialogue around food and agriculture issues. This chapter highlights the Training of 
Trainers (TOT) model that Food Rights uses and illustrates how one community organizer made 
use of this training to extend the Food Rights Network in her neighborhood. 
Chapter 6 shows how Food Rights' first program focused on CSA has grown and changed. 
As its most successful program in terms of growth and impact on NYC citizens, it also offers 
some of the organization's greatest challenges in terms of providing some of the network’s 
weakest links. In comparison to the CSA program, its spin-off program focused on emergency 
food illustrates the significance of network size, and further highlights how the CSA model is 
strongest in its link to farmers. Overall, this chapter queries what types of programmatic change 
could strengthen the network to facilitate the growth the organization seeks. 
Chapter 7 focuses on Food Rights' innovative urban agriculture programming, 
culminating in its latest effort—an urban agriculture Urban Agriculture Institute launched in 
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2010. While this school provides a stark contrast to its folk education formats that characterize 
its TOT training platform, this school also illustrates the significance that agricultural knowledge 
and skills benefit from in a more structured setting. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review: Placing This Study of Food Rights in Context 
Considering the varied areas of literature that inform this study of Food Rights and the 




The purpose of this ethnography was to determine how a third-sector organization used a "folk" 
education platform and a collaborative, multi-sector network structure to promote an alternative 
or local food system (LFS) for NYC. To carry out this study, it was necessary to complete a 
critical review of current literature looking at a very specific aspect of social science research on 
food systems and particularly, efforts to provide an alternative to the corporate food system. I 
also pay special attention to "folk" education and social movements around food. 
 
 Four major areas of literature were critically reviewed: (1) sustainable (or 
regenerative) agriculture efforts; (2) civic agriculture; (3) the third sector and civil society; 
(4) quality food and local food systems movements including those focused on community 
gardening; and (4) folk education. Additionally, as Food Rights mobilizes its work through 
networks, this study makes use of two network-based theoretical paradigms: Actor Network 
Theory (ANT) and Networks of Innovation and Learning (NIL) both of which provide 
conceptual frameworks to analyze Food Rights programming and structure.  
This literature review allowed me to gain a deeper understanding of the historical context 
within which Food Rights was founded and has evolved as well as the issues and challenges it 
currently faces as it meets with increasing competition as the interest in the LFS becomes more 
	   20	  
widespread across social sectors. Additionally, I was able to consider the potentiality of this 
organization going forward and the challenges it’s already facing.  
Relevant core concepts  
 
Following are theoretical paradigms gleaned from the literature that help to further define, 
complicate, and explore Food Rights as an organization and the work it’s attempting to do in 
assisting the development of an alternative food system. Using these core concepts as a guide, I 
consider how these varied and often interconnected concepts influence Food Rights.  
Regenerative food systems: This study illustrates how Food Rights is helping to shape what 
Dahlberg (1993) refers to as a regenerative food system, basically another name for a 
"sustainable" system—one that goes beyond the narrow focus on agricultural production to a 
more holistic sense that includes relational impacts and does not limit itself to economic issues (p. 
75). This term is a way of further defining a system that provides alternatives to the corporate 
system of food production and distribution.  
 For example, Food Rights is supporting a regenerative or sustainable food system 
through the following means: (1) All of its Network CSA farmers must grow their produce as 
certified organic or use sustainable methods if they are not certified; 2) its network facilitates 
direct distribution of food from the farmer to the consumer without economic "middlemen" 
involved; 3) through its programming and network structure, it supports a complete food system 
that spans the cycle from production to physical consumption. 
Civic agriculture: I follow Lyson (2004, 2005), Hinrichs and Lyson (2007), DeLind (1999, 
2002, 2010) and others focused on the civic nature of efforts to develop local food systems (LFS). 
In this regard, I argue that the Food Rights Network aims to assist average people (especially 
those who have limited economic resources) in taking an active role in designing an innovative 
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food system that meets their needs in terms of quality, health, freshness, affordability, local 
origin, and knowledge of food production practices. Ultimately, this active role in the Local 
Food System (LFS) aims to allow actors to gain sovereignty over the food they consume. These 
efforts to engage people through civic-agriculture activities have broader impacts on society 
beyond the food system as “spaces of resistance” (Hendrickson & Heffernan, 2002) are created 
that allow actors to exercise agency in gaining power in many areas of their lives through 
community and civic engagement (Lyson, 2004, 2005; DeLind, 1999, 2002, 2010; Morales, 
2011; Slocum, 2006). I found examples of this at a Food Rights Network farmers market where I 
volunteered for several months in 2009 (discussed extensively in chapter 5). This market was not 
only a retail venue for fresh fruits and vegetables in an area with very few quality grocery stores, 
it was also a place for community building through workshops on topics as diverse as gender, 
post-violence community healing, and herbal remedies. In 2011 its achievements included: 
reaching more than 6,000 residents of an outer-borough, low-income neighborhood; developing 
a second urban farm and market on an abandoned lot; producing eggs for the community by 
raising 40 chickens; providing a market basket program10 to 40 neighborhood families; training 
18 neighborhood youth to support both urban farms and markets; promoting neighborhood 
composting through drop-offs at two markets; providing more than 30 workshops and trainings 
on healthy eating, composting, food justice, and unlearning racism; hosting six agricultural 
festivals.11 
Civil society and third-sector roles: As a third-sector organization that serves the community 
without economic gain, Food Rights aims to promote civic engagement that will develop the 
LFS. It aims to do this by providing citizens with free peer education focused on both skills- and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 This is a "food-in-a-box" scheme that allows people to pay for a specified amount of food, rather than commit to 
the up-front investment of a CSA. 
11 Email from Maxine York 12.28.11 
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values-based learning, agricultural and cooking demonstration skills and knowledge, and access 
to all aspects of its network (people, resources, organizations, and space). 
It’s important to note that this study fills an important gap in the civic agriculture 
literature, which avoids problematizing or complicating the realm of civil society. In order to 
further understand Food Rights' location within the civil society tableau, I will provide a brief 
description of this contested realm within which I would argue that Food Rights' work seems to 
furnish New Yorkers with a space for engaging at civic levels within a set of relational networks. 
This is a form of civic engagement where volunteerism is based, at least according to 
Fergusonian and Toquevillian models, on notions of collaboration, association and the resistant 
activities of a "mildly turbulent polity" (Oz-Salzberger 1995, p. xx). My interest in exploring 
more fully the complexities of civil society is highlighted by the fact that in the past few decades 
it has become so closely tied to NGOs (Lang, 2013) that it has been "euphemistically termed the 
'third sector'"(Chandhoke, 2003, p. 9). According to Lang (2013), part of the current confusion 
surrounding civil society is that the focus has been placed on building associations and in 
generating common norms and values rather than emphasizing the "value of constructive dissent, 
communicative action and contributions to public discourse" (p. 34). But what does this mean for 
Food Rights as an NGO aiming to promote the LFS through its associational, network structure? 
Where do the potential pitfalls lie not only for Food Rights, but for anyone enamored of the 
concept of civic agriculture? Food Rights’ position in this regard is significant due to the changes 
in the LFS landscape that have deeply influenced this organization on many levels. 
As Lang (2013) points out, the focus on solidary-based citizenship now in vogue does not 
clarify "how these solidarities are being communicated and negotiated—for example during 
times of conflicting interests and priorities. Sociability, as Neera Chandhoke has observed, can 
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rapidly 'dissolve when it comes to competition over the resources and the symbols of collective 
life' (p. 44)."  This couldn't be a more felicitous point, as Food Rights struggles to navigate the 
choppy waters of the newly competitive LFS environment. These conditions are tied to questions 
that include "What will Food Rights be required to do in order to survive? How will its choices 
impact its role in promoting civic engagement?” At a Food Rights CSA meeting in 2010 when 
the organization was unveiling its formal network model to core members of CSAs, one person 
questioned Food Rights' acceptance of a grant from a large bank. The person didn't approve of 
this bank’s practices and wondered if dues-paying members would have a say in these sorts of 
funding decisions. Sophia Laggiano, the current Executive Director, responded that bank’s aid 
was needed to cover infrastructure costs, as grants are rarely allowed to cover expenses like 
salaries, etc. But she added that the decision had been carefully vetted with staff and the Board of 
Directors. However, Food Rights had determined there were certain funding streams that were 
unacceptable, such as those supporting the military industrial complex.12 This example of the 
CSA member's concerns weighed against Laggiano’s needs to keep her small organization afloat 
bring up important issues to consider over the long term given the "constraints and opportunities 
that shape [an NGO's] actions" (Lang, 2013, p. 62).  
I also would like to consider the phenomenon of "NGOization" (Lang, 2013) on 
organizations such as Food Rights. This occurrence is often precipitated by organizational 
growth and successful programmatic outcomes but often moves organizations and social 
movements toward becoming more professional, institutional and bureaucratic through a more 
vertical structure that is "policy-outcome oriented … [with a focus] on generating issue-specific 
and, to some degree marketable expert knowledge or services" (Lang, 2013, p. 63). 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 Field notes 12.16.10 
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Food Rights began this process when it moved from a "rather loosely organized, 
horizontally dispersed, and broadly mobilizing social movement" based on sustainable food 
issues to a more professionalized and vertically structured entity as a non-profit or 501(c)(3) 
(Lang 2013, p. 62). This NGOization has continued to grow over the past several years as Food 
Rights has grown to influence the business and governmental sectors. For instance, it uses its 
third-sector influence by collaborating with city government on conferences or to promote food 
policy; receives grants from the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA); collaborates 
with the New York State Department of Health to facilitate food moving from network farms to 
food pantries; advocates changes to farm-bill policy; competes with business interests seeking to 
profit from LFS opportunities that replicate its services while promoting and educating other 
entrepreneurs outside its purview. These kinds of collaborations with government illustrate that 
"the higher degree of organization of civil society actors, the greater is the likelihood of their 
behaving co-operatively toward the state…" (Lang, 2013, p. 73). This higher degree of 
organization is part of the "institutionalization" process (Lang, 2013, p. 72) that focuses around 
attempts to stabilize an organization in order to survive. There are concerns that during this 
process organizations can move further away from the grassroots and make decisions based on 
resources and "internal organization building" (Lang, 2013, p. 73). 
But the move toward NGOization is not in itself a bad thing; it’s merely something 
organizations must consider in order to find a balance between a company’s values and its need 
for stability. It’s a broad process linked to macro-level factors played "out to different degrees, in 
different political and cultural contexts, and among differently situated groups" (Lang, 2013, 65). 
How an NGO responds to various challenges and influences depends on a variety of factors, 
including "size, legacy of the organizational culture, target, and available repertoires for action" 
	   25	  
(Lang, 2013, p. 65). In Food Rights' case, it’s important to note that historically the organization 
has not just focused on the associational aspects of civic engagement but has developed networks 
that "aggregate citizen voice, carry it into larger civic arenas, and practice public advocacy" 
(Lang, 2013, p. 47). The result of these efforts is a functional alternative food system that serves 
thousands of New Yorkers through CSAs, urban agriculture, and markets. 
Recent quality food movements: The creation of alternative food distribution seeks to broaden 
awareness of food-systems issues and access to healthy food. These developments have become 
commonplace and the subject of much discussion in recent agro-food literature (Little et al, 
2009; Mount, 2012; Lamine, 2005; DeLind, 2010). They have also been the basis of Food Rights’ 
values and its mission since the organization’s inception in 1995.  
There is a broad body of literature documenting the turn from industrial production and 
distribution of food toward a variety of alternative systems focused on quality food (Murdoch, 
2000a; Murdoch et al, 2000b; Salais & Storpor, 1992; Murdoch & Miele 1999; Goodman, 2002a 
and 2004; Goodman & DuPuis, 2004; Lockie & Kitto, 2002; Guthman, 2002; Weatherell et al, 
2003). In particular, concerns about food safety and nutrition are leading many consumers in 
advanced capitalist countries to exercise more caution in their consumption habits. An increasing 
number of consumers are demanding “quality” products grown without chemicals and hormones 
and in which animals are treated humanely and grass-fed. Moreover, quality is coming to be seen 
as inherent in more “local” and more “natural” foods. Thus, quality food production systems are 
being "re-embedded in local ecologies” (Whatmore & Thorne, 1997,  p. 108). In this regard, 
Food Rights has attempted to develop a complex network of local food distribution channels that 
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allow New Yorkers to access food through the regional Foodshed13 as well as food grown on 
urban farms located on vacant city lots, on rooftops, or on tracts of urban land that have not yet 
been developed. They are also able to sell and distribute much of this food through Food Rights 
Network markets run by neighborhood organizers who know what their communities want and 
what they can afford.   
As I will show in this dissertation, the Food Rights Network is an example of what 
Whatmore and Thorne (1997) refer to as an “alternative geography of food.” This has become 
more pronounced recently according to Murdoch et al (2000b), a development due to the 
growing awareness of the wide variety of problems associated with industrialized agriculture and 
food production as described above (Whatmore and Thorne 1997, p. 108).   
In the early-1990s a global movement began to address the quality of food provided to 
consumers by the industrial food sector (Murdoch et al, 2000b; DeLind, 2010; Goodman, 2001, 
2002a, 2004; Goodman & DuPuis, 2002b; Guthman, 2002; Marsden, 1999; Marsden & Arce, 
1995a). Since that time many scholars have identified a “turn” to a focus on “quality” in both 
food production and consumption (Murdoch et al, 2000b; Goodman, 2002a, 2004). Another 
parallel effort—one not covered thoroughly by the scholarly community—is the discourse on 
using agriculture as a means of addressing civic issues surrounding the food system (Lyson, 
2004, 2005; and DeLind, 1999, 2002; Hinrichs & Lyson, 2007). The turns to quality food and to 
acknowledging the civic aspects of agriculture as well as the diverse social movements that have 
arisen around these issues have gained considerable momentum driven by grassroots groups, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Foodshed uses the analogy of a watershed to describe "the area that is defined by a structure of supply" (Getz, 
1991). In considering the Foodshed one is forced to ask where food comes from and how it gets to consumers and to 
envision a local and regional food system supply and demand. Retrieved from 
http://www.foodshedproject.ca/foodshed.htm. 20 March 2013. In NYC, this concept was covered, though not 
directly named, in two important NYC-based policy papers, one developed by Speaker Christine Quinn called, 
FoodWorks and the other developed by Manhattan Borough President, Scott Stringer, called FoodNYC. 
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nonprofit organizations, and farming-related groups—all representing a broad range of interests 
from food security to food safety to quality food advocates and epicurean interests. Some of 
these groups have drawn attention to the many systems and structures above and below food 
production—including the natural, social, and technological aspects (Dahlberg, 1993, p. 77) tied 
to the ways humans interact with food.  
Finally, it’s important to consider how the community-gardens movement has informed 
the social movement around local food systems (Lin, 2010; Hynes, 1996; Saldivar-Tanaka & 
Krasny, 2004; Smith & Kurtz, 2003) especially in NYC. Lin (2010) focuses on community 
gardening as community organizing. In her work on Harlem, she captures much of the feeling 
that I found at play at the Brooklyn community market where I worked with for several months 
in 2008 and 2009 as well as those I visited throughout my research of Food Rights. Lin sees this 
activity as involving encouraging people to join together in figuring out what they would like to 
do to transform their space and green their corner of the city. Lin's description of community 
gardens in Harlem situate them not only as sites of social organization activity but also of 
learning, which is exactly what I found at the Rose Cullen Market that I discuss at length in 
chapter 5. While gardening in the city has an historical basis in horticulture, those who saw 
gardening as a way to "save the world" in the 1970s quickly learned that "Gardening was the 
means, not the end" (Lawson, 2005, p. 230). Community gardening has been used to engage 
youth in constructive activity and as a first step in neighborhood renewal, especially in the 
transformation of vacant lots (Lawson, 2005, p. 231). The American Community Gardening 
Association (ACGA) was officially launched in Chicago in 1979, serving as an indication of the 
significance and interest in community gardening in the latter part of the twentieth century. But 
what is important here is that community gardeners have a history, especially in NYC, of civic 
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engagement and social activism because of the pressures from real estate developers on their 
operations, especially those in low-income communities (Lawson, 2005; Hynes, 1996). These 
gardens were worth fighting for, as Hynes (1996) tells us because they are intrinsically 
connected to urban renewal and a unique alternative economy based on "traditional finance, 
sweat equity, barter, and non-monetary sources of wealth such as networks, good will, generosity, 
altruism, plant lore and horticultural expertise" (p. ix). The backbone of community gardening is 
alliance-building (Hynes, 1996, p. 5); perhaps this is why community gardeners make up such a 
vibrant and powerful area of the Food Rights Network and are so engaged at civic levels. As 
Tom Velo, Food Rights' Training and Livestock Coordinator, says in a recent video about what I 
refer to as Food Rights' "folk" education platform, most community gardeners are well-versed in 
navigating city government "if you're someone who has been gardening for decades on the same 
piece of land dealing with city agencies, dealing with elected officials, dealing with recruiting 
New Yorkers to be part of your project, you know how to do that better than anyone…"14 As the 
New York community gardening struggles of the 1990s were so powerful, many people 
gardening and farming here remember those battles well and have powerful skills and knowledge 
associated with fighting for the hundreds of gardens that were being disposed of by the 
Department of Housing Preservation and Development (HPD) under the Giuliani administration 
(Lawson, 2005, p. 261-262). 
The community gardening movement has evolved into the urban farm movement—or 
"revolution," as some would call it (Ladner, 2011; McAdam, 2012; Franceschini & Tucker, 
2010; Hanson & Marty, 2012; Gorgolewski et al, 2011). As Andre Viljoen and Katrin Bohn state 
in a preface to Carrot City: Creating Places for Urban Agriculture (Gorgolewski et al, 2011): 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
14 Transcript of Food Rights TOT Video 2012 
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Driven by global imperatives such as climate change mitigation, more equitable 
economic models, and dietary health concerns, urban agriculture has in the past few years 
moved from an issue at the edge of public discourse to one at its center. While long 
established literature documents and advocates for urban agriculture in developing 
countries, the rapid shift of interest in urban agriculture that has taken place in North 
America, Europe, and Australasia is truly remarkable (p. 9). 
 
 As Lawson (2005) and Hanson and Marty (2012) attest, however, urban farming, or 
gardening, is not a new thing but a "revitalization" of something that from Lawson's perspective 
have come in "booms" that have usually occurred during times of "significant financial stress or 
war" (as cited in Hanson & Marty, 2012, p. 7). Gardens have long had a history in addressing 
food security. Hynes (1996) recounts the story of the Detroit mayor who in economic depression 
of 1893-1897 made 455 acres of land available to residents to "grow their own" (p. x). As shall 
become evident throughout this narrative, the reasons for urban gardening and farming, for the 
focus on the LFS, are many, with ties to issues as broad as hunger, food security, and food 
sovereignty along with entrepreneurial designs to cash in on epicurean tastes. And not least of all, 
Lawson (2005) reminds us of the connections between urban gardening/farming and civic 
engagement, a theme of this study: 
Garden programs can inspire volunteerism and activism and forge new links between 
community members, local and national organizations, and federal agencies. As they 
build on many social values related to nature and individualism, urban garden projects 
bridge interests with local community development (p. 302). 
 
While there is much controversy over the viability of modifying the US food system to be 
structured around local production, issues of scale are beyond the scope of this research. 
However, I follow Dahlberg (1993), DeLind (1999, 2002, 2010), Goodman (1999, 2001, 2002a, 
2004), Guthman (2002), (Murdoch, 2000a) and others in arguing that any restructuring of the 
food system that does take place should consider the complex ways humans interact with food. 
These ways include considering inequalities in “macro social” aspects of the food system, such 
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as uneven levels of access to food across varied socio-economic sectors (Law, 1994, p. 96; 
Lockie & Kitto, 2000, p. 16) of NYC. 
From my research I provide an example of work that is currently being done through 
Food Rights to bring awareness of how people interact with food and how it affects the food 
system. This study considers how Food Rights, through its efforts from the mid-1990s to present, 
bring what Goodman (1999) calls “alterative, organizational patterns of production and 
consumption” (p. 17) around quality food to many of NYC’s most marginalized consumers. 
Food Rights’ efforts highlight what DeLind (2010), following Dahlberg (1993), identifies as a 
type of food system that is particularly place-based and evolutionary in nature. For instance, 
through a broad network and an educational platform, Food Rights aims to assist New Yorkers in 
accessing local, vegetables, fruits and other whole foods15 by teaching them how to set up direct 
food distribution systems with local farmers or to grow their own food within city limits. They 
also have extensive programming to educate New Yorkers about what to do with the whole food 
once they have it in hand. As DeLind (2010) points out, this type of system carries meaning that 
extends far beyond issues of pure economics. In fact, this food system “could not be understood 
apart from ecology, history, and political power. And its problems could not be addressed simply 
as matters of production and consumption” (p. 274). Through an ethnographic analysis of Food 
Rights’ programming, I illustrate how this organization is shaping what Dahlberg (1993) refers 
to as a regenerative food system—one that goes beyond the narrow focus on agricultural 
production to a broad analysis of “complete food systems” (p. 75), along with what Guthman 
(2002) calls the “cultural economy of food”  (p, 297), and what DeLind (2010) following Lyson 
(2004, 2005) refers to as the “civic” aspects of agriculture. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 I define “whole foods” here as those foods that are not processed or that go through very little processing such as 
dairy products, meat, grain, in addition to the fresh fruits and vegetables. 
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In this regard, Food Rights has developed a complex network of local food-distribution 
channels that allow New Yorkers to access food through the regional Foodshed16 as well as food 
grown on urban farms located on vacant city lots, on rooftops, or on tracts of urban land that 
have not yet been developed and to sell and distribute much of this food through markets that are 
run by neighborhood leaders who know what their specific community wants in the way of food 
and food-related education, as well as what that community can afford.  
The Food Rights networks that span a 150-mile radius into the farming regions of New 
York state, Long Island, and New Jersey and then provide deep taproots into urban agricultural 
resources within the city’s own five boroughs are a clear example of what Whatmore and Thorne 
(1997) refer to as an “alternative geography of food” that has become more pronounced “because 
many problems associated with the industrialization of food chains are becoming apparent” (p. 
108).  
This ethnographic account of Food Rights also contributes to the broader discourse on 
“alternative” agro-food networks and “quality assurance schemes” that focus on the local food 
landscape (Goodman, 2002a, p. 272).  “Quality assurance schemes” are the common 
British/European term provided to the variety of modalities through which people can access 
fresh local food—these include community supported agriculture (CSA) or other distribution 
models that provide community members with a certain amount of food for a set price (Lamine, 
2005). 
There is, however, another, perhaps broader, issue tied to quality food-related movements. 
That is the way that this movement fits within the environmental justice movement.  These 
connections are made not only through nature-based issues including industrial agricultural 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 Foodshed is a concept covered in two important NYC-based policy papers, one developed by Speaker Christine 
Quinn called, FoodWorks and the other developed by Manhattan Borough President, Scott Stringer, called 
FoodNYC. The definition of Foodshed is provided above. 
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techniques that make use of Genetically Modified Organisms (GMOs), hormones, and chemical 
inputs or the impact of a global food system on climate change. Additionally there are important 
connections to more place-based issues such as environmental racism (Checker & Fishman, 
2004; Checker, 2005)—as is evidenced by the dearth of healthy food available in low-income 
and communities of color (Morales, 2011). How does Food Rights' work address environmental 
racism and fit in with the social movements specifically tied to these issues?  
Food Rights' stated mission is to address the food-access and security needs of NYC's 
most marginalized communities, and through its urban agriculture efforts promote control or 
sovereignty over the most basic means of production—food production. Food Rights Network, 
mobilized by grassroots community organizers and trainers, functions as an ether permeating the 
most inaccessible communities of NYC (as I found by traveling hours and hours by subway to 
reach some of them in the far reaches of Queens or the Bronx). To put its work in context, I will 
provide a brief history of food justice movements in the US over the past two decades. In 1994 
the Community Food Security Coalition (CFSC), buoyed by environmental justice and civil 
rights movements (Morales, 2011, p. 153), formed to: 
unite all of the antihunger, small farm and sustainable agriculture, environmental, 
community development, farm labor, and health and nutrition forces in an effort to create 
a unified alternative food and agriculture message" that could speak to the needs of all 
levels of consumers and family farmers, as well as link these two groups through a 
legislative addition to the Farm Bill (Gottlieb and Joshi, 2010, p. 83).   
 
This type of multi-sector coalition sounds very much like Food Rights' founding history 
that is covered extensively in chapter 4. CFSC defined food security as "all persons obtaining at 
all times a culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through local non-emergency 
sources" (Morales, 2011, p. 152). While this CFSC-backed legislation never got off the ground 
(Gottlieb and Joshi, 2010, p. 84), the Community Food Security (CFS) framework was adopted 
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by some federal agencies instead of the standard government funding that supported emergency 
food (Morales, 2011, p. 153). As one of these CFS efforts, the US Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) funded a series of Community Food Projects in 1996 for which Food Rights received a 
grant to begin its urban agriculture programming the following year. This movement toward 
"food justice for all" has been a thread tying Food Rights programming since the organization's 
founding; through its multi-sector network model that aimed to bring together seemingly 
disparate groups to work on a unifying issue—what Food Rights' founding director saw as the 
broken food system. Recent efforts to address explicitly issues of racism in the food system have 
been spearheaded by Food Rights' partners and a Board Member, and a class focusing on this 
issue is now a requirement for its Urban Agriculture Institute started in 2010. 
Folk and community education: Many of the core concepts that frame this dissertation are 
interrelated, as is the network that forms the focal organization's structure. Food Rights' use of 
folk or community education is another thread interwoven into the core concepts framing this 
research. The organization's educational programming promotes sustainable agriculture and a 
local food system (LFS) through mobilizing constituents to engage at civic levels and to 
participate in a legitimate "Good Food Movement" in NYC. The model that is most commonly 
referenced by Food Rights in regard to its adult education platform is the work done by Myles 
Horton and his colleagues at the Highlander School in Appalachia (Horton, 1990; Bledsoe, 1953; 
Horton, 1989). Through the course of my research, I found this comparison to be significant.  
Food Rights programming supports social justice efforts, just like the Highlander School. It 
works with marginalized communities throughout NYC to help them gain greater sovereignty 
over their food by creating alternative food distribution systems or the skills to grow their own 
food. While Highlander focused much of its efforts on literacy, I argue that Food Rights' 
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signature educational platform, the Training of Trainers, makes use of peer/folk education to 
promote what I call "food literacy" throughout NYC.  
 
Analytic frameworks 
Actor Network Theory (ANT): This theoretical framework has recently become an important 
lens for researchers analyzing local food systems (Goodman, 1999a; Murdoch et al, 2000b; 
Murdoch, 2000a; Fitzsimmons & Goodman, 1998). Following these researchers, I reference 
Actor Network theory (ANT) (Latour, 1998, 2005; Law, 1992) as it provides a framework to 
consider collective associations as elements of nature and the social world. Per Lockie and Kitto 
(2000), these networks can include non-human entities so that place and space are viable aspects 
of the network framework. ANT also allows researchers to consider networks in relational ways, 
for instance, to consider people's relationship with food across the spectrum (production and 
distribution through preparation and actual physical consumption) (Lamine, 2005, p. 325). While 
I have not used ANT as a central theoretical tool in this dissertation, I have been aware of and 
referenced its use in analyzing local food systems and the Food Rights Network. 
Researchers studying the food system have also found network theory to allow them to 
more fully address the complex issues associated with the LFS. The various strands of theoretical 
analysis focused on food systems frame the recent turn toward quality. The response has 
followed two lines of analysis that Goodman (1999) labels the “so-called consumption 
‘turn’…and actor-oriented approaches” (p. 20). Basically the former follows a Marxist political 
economy model, and the latter ANT (Latour, 1998, 2005; Law, 1986, 1992). The discourse on 
political economy has been key in describing global food production and in examining the ways 
that food production is becoming more specialized as well as the ways that commodity relations 
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have expanded (Murdoch et al, 2000b). Overall, it has served to provide important aspects of 
food systems analysis, including making new connections and relationships within the food 
system visible. LFS researchers (Goodman, 1999, 2001, 2002a; Lockie & Kitto, 2000) began 
using the ANT model because the political economy model generally ignores or downplays 
growing concerns about food safety and consumer demand for food unhindered by industrial 
processes (Murdoch et al, 2000b, p. 112). It also separates actors in the food system from their 
own agentive capacity for social change or in acknowledging the significance of defining the 
meaning of food (Arce & Marsden, 1993, p. 296; Goodman, 2002a).  The goal for the ANT 
approach following the charge of what Lockie and Kitto (2000) refer to as “progressive agri-food 
studies” is to look beyond simplistic notions of food networks toward more nuanced aspects of 
the system that involve specific strategies, resources, and designs that allow researchers to gain a 
heightened awareness of the inequalities and “macro-social” issues associated with the food 
system. My references to ANT also aim to consider the uneven levels of access to food across 
varied socio-economic sectors of NYC (Law, 1994, p. 96; Lockie & Kitto, 2000, p. 16). 
As Food Rights' programming focuses on interactions between actors throughout the 
entire chain of food-related activities—from growing, distributing and selling food to cooking 
and eating it—this framework is especially appropriate. Lamine (2005) argues that ANT allows 
researchers to consider food-related networks from non-economic perspectives that include all 
aspects of one's relationship with food as detailed above (p. 325). 
General network theory: Network theory gained new ground when Manuel Castells (1996, 
1997, 1998) introduced his trilogy on network society, The Information Age: Economy, Society, 
and Culture. This work placed in context the impact of globalization, the information technology 
revolution, the restructuring of capitalism, and the organizational structure based on networks. 
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The latter is an important point given Food Right's network structure—developed at a time when 
the world was recognizing its globalness, its technological connectivity, and how everything was 
affecting the planet—including our food system. The author addressed the challenge of 
developing an alternative food system imbued with "old and new cleavages of class, gender, 
ethnicity, religion, and territoriality [which are] at work in dividing and subdividing issues, 
conflicts and projects" (Castells, 1997, p. 191). These issues impact the Food Rights Network as 
racism in the food system involves who can gain access to the food they want. Perhaps more 
germane to this research study is that Food Rights is at a critical juncture in its organizational 
development. Will it be able to ensure that communities of color and the most low-income New 
Yorkers continue to gain access to the soft-infrastructure (skills and knowledge) that Food Rights 
provides along with the green- and food-collar jobs that are beginning to arise through the impact 
of the Good Food Movement? Or, will the same disparities that have kept these groups from 
accessing healthy food also limit their economic development in the newly forming LFS? 
Networks of Innovation and Learning: While ANT has been used extensively by LFS 
researchers, I have found that another important networking paradigm called Networks of 
Innovation and Learning (NIL) based on the work of Murdoch (2000a) has been most useful to 
me in my research endeavor as it has allowed me to most fully analyze and understand the Food 
Rights Network. Murdoch (2000a) shows how specific types of network associations can 
promote innovation within alternative food systems. His work provides an important framework 
with which to view the viability of the Food Rights Network, especially regarding economic 
development. Food Rights promotes economic development for a multi-layered association of 
farmers in both urban and rural settings. It also serves this function for trainers and community 
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organizers running markets and promoting quality local food production, distribution, and 
consumption. 
 While Murdoch (2000a) considers the broad spatial shifts that have occurred through 
globalization such as those outlined by Castells (1996, 1997, 1998), he focuses primarily on 
network theories that he deems most relevant to the rural realm. I, however, have found these 
appropriate to Food Rights as its network covers the entire NYC Foodshed from rural to urban 
points. Additionally, NIL takes a new tack by moving away from most LFS research on the 
industrial food system and the need to compare it to or use as a model for alternative systems. 
For instance, Lockie and Kitto (2000) point out that LFS researchers making use of ANT tend to 
"privilege the same state agencies and similarly large institutions that other approaches to food 
studies have focused on" (p. 12). Murdoch (2000a). On the other hand, NIL is focused toward 
the entities that are actually "enrolled into networks" (p. 411) and the roles that they can play. In 
order to do this he focuses on what he refers to as "horizontal" (p. 412) networks rather than the 
vertical strategies most often discussed in the industrial or "agro-food" realm. This horizontal 
model is relevant to Food Rights in that it illustrates the "range of activities located within an 
area so that the capacity of local actors to gain access to markets and to other economic 
opportunities is heightened" (p. 412). For instance, Food Rights' Community Supported 
Agriculture (CSA) programming has allowed both farmers and consumers to find new ways to 
both market/sell and access/purchase local food without the aid of the traditional vertical food 
distribution system. NIL is also relevant to the urban realm where urban farmers are selling 
produce at urban markets, to niche food product entrepreneurs, or learning to grow their own, 
further avoiding the traditional vertical food production/distribution system through unique and 
creative avenues.  
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 What makes Murdoch's (2000a) model so relevant to Food Rights, however, is its focus 
on innovation through the transfer of knowledge. While he is describing LFS networks in rural 
Wales, UK, these are, I have found, very relevant to NYC as they show LFS actors' capacity to 
adapt to and create new food systems through innovative strategies (p. 412). Watching Food 
Rights constituents across the NYC Foodshed (rural farmers to urban gardeners and CSA 
volunteers) I found them constantly finding new ways to work around the existing traditional 
food system, in order to create new markets and distribution channels within and through an 
alternative one. Murdoch points out that this capacity for innovation reveals important skills that 
are being developed around new and improved products, processes, and services (i.e. research 
and development, education/training, marketing, and all aspects of business management).  As I 
identify Food Rights as an educational organization, NIL is an important theoretical model that I 
have used to guide me in understanding Food Rights' role in LFS problem solving and 
knowledge transfer, as well as in promoting economic development through important skills that 
are relevant not only to health and wellbeing, the access to quality food, and civic engagement, 
but to practical aspects of developing a viable new LFS.  
Summary 
  In my effort to make sense of the ways in which Food Rights has begun, evolved, and 
continues to exist, function, and work toward its mission to develop the LFS, I have presented a 
very complex world filled with much activity and movement, with a variety of ideologies that 
have attempted to explain and situate the food-systems efforts that have been ongoing not only in 
the US but around the world for the past few decades.  It’s my aim to make use of these 
literatures to help guide me through this ethnography, complementing the broader, overarching 
anthropological theory that undergirds my thinking. 
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 While so much of the theory I refer to in this chapter comes out of sociological projects 
focused on rural development, I have found them to be relevant to the broad rural-to-urban 
Foodshed-wide focus that constitutes the Food Rights' network model. And discussion of the 
Foodshed, the "area defined by the structure of supply" (Kloppenburg et al, 1997), is perhaps the 
perfect place to end this chapter. The concept of the Foodshed helps to situate actors within a 
large place-based territory that serves to define the outer periphery of the Food Rights' Network, 
and every place in between. It also offers the reminder that this network is not just an economic 
space, a place of distribution and the technicalities of food production, but a network of people 
who are connected to the natural world through food and to the place-based connections 
themselves, whether they be farms or community centers where food is distributed or cooking 
demonstrations at food pantries. As the global networks that Castells (1997) discusses alter most 
of our everyday food consumption practices (we regularly buy produce from Central America 
and Asia without batting an eye), the realization that local food networks already exist in NYC 
and have the capacity to sustain some of us at many levels, is perhaps one of the most significant 
considerations of this study.  As Kloppenburg et al (1997) state:  
 
Recognition of one's residence within a Foodshed can confer a sense of connection and 
responsibility to a particular locality. The Foodshed can provide a place for us to ground 
ourselves in the biological and social realities of living on the land and from the land in a 
place that we can call home, a place to which we are or can become native (p. 33). 
 
My research shows that areas of the Food Rights Network aim to provide this sense of 
connection and responsibility to the NYC Foodshed. However, some areas of its network do not 
acknowledge their existence within a broader spatial arena or Foodshed, and therefore are not 
participating in the connectivity and civic engagement that it could provide. The following 
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chapters explore more deeply the unevenness of the Food Rights Network and the opportunities 
for network continuity that are possible. 
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Chapter 3: Situating the Research Methods—an Ethnography of a Third-Sector Food 
Justice Organization and the Local Food System It Promotes 
Positioning the researcher as a long-term actor in local food systems efforts, locating the 
research methods through a two-fold focus: An ethnography of a network non-
governmental organization (NGO), followed by participant observation within an 
alternative food distribution model developed by that NGO. 
Vignette 
My mother, Beverly, came from a long line of backyard gardeners. While her father grew 
spectacular fruit and vegetables behind a town house in a very small backyard, his brother—her 
uncle "Mo"—owned what we called "the farm"—a cape-style house with a small barn a few 
miles outside the small New England town where my mother grew up. The 200-year-old house, 
surrounded by fruit trees, berries, and vegetable gardens in the summer, was empty most of the 
year. It wasn't a hardscrabble working farm—Uncle Mo was employed by the United Fruit 
Company and spent most of his time in Central America. The farm was a place where he could 
focus on his passion for horticulture, a passion evident not only in my mother's father and her 
uncle but in herself and her oldest sister. And then I became the third generation in this family 
line to have an affinity for growing things. 
The five acres surrounding the house where I grew up in Massachusetts was, I now see, 
very much modeled on "the farm." With her backyard-gardening genes, my mother was far more 
interested in horticulture and what in the 1970s was called "homesteading"—growing most of 
the food you ate—than my father who actually grew up on a New England farm in the early part 
of the twentieth century. Throughout my life my father showed no interest in horticulture except 
perhaps to use a piece of equipment to plow a garden or move some stones. Thus, Beverly, and I 
managed this five-acre homestead by ourselves. We grew many varieties of vegetables that can 
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be cultivated in the Northeast.  My mother also grew herbs, berries, stone fruits, crabapples, 
pears, and so many flowers that cars would slow down when they drove by—our yard rivaled 
British estate gardens profiled in glossy magazines. She also took me along to hunt for wild 
edibles like fiddlehead ferns, watercress, wild berries, mushrooms, and fish from nearby cold-
water streams. Years later in New York City I would find people at epicurean markets who 
would call this "wild-crafting" (I was quickly schooled by a vendor that this was a more 
sophisticated term than "foraging").   
At Beverly's homestead, we rarely needed to go shopping for groceries even in the winter 
(except for dry goods), as my mother canned and froze a good deal of what she grew. While 
many people were living in communes and growing their own food to avoid being part of "the 
system" in the 1960s and 1970s, most of my schoolmates and friends were eating frozen dinners 
and Hamburger Helper.  Beverly's horticultural interests were unique at that time within my own 
circle of reference. There was only one small working farm where we lived, and very few people 
at that time were interested in attending the nearby agricultural college that had been developed 
in the late 1800s to support farmers gain greater technical knowledge.17  
 By the early 1990s, when my mother could no longer manage her extensive homestead 
and grow all her own food, she and I joined a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 
distribution scheme in Western Massachusetts. This particular CSA was one of the first CSAs in 
the US is now quite famous as it. It follows a unique model of selling shares of food to people 
like my mother and me who paid in order to supplement thousands of pounds of fresh produce 
that go to the local food bank. Little did I know back then that Beverly and I were at the edges of 
a local food movement that would reach a point where thousands of people would be CSA and 
food cooperative members, community gardeners, and supporters of small, diversified local 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
17 Retreived from http://www.umass.edu/umhome/about/history.html.  12 April 2013. 
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farms in what became known globally as the "quality food movement." My mother was 
apolitical and thus was not consciously participating in a social movement or taking a stand 
against the industrial food system. She simply loved horticulture and was also a thrifty New 
Englander following a long-line of family members who loved high quality food and flowers, 
and found this activity intellectually stimulating and creative. But others, like those running the 
historic pioneer CSAs that were springing up in Western Massachusetts and nearby New 
Hampshire (Groh & McFadden, 1997), as well as people joining food cooperatives or becoming 
active in community gardening often felt a civic duty to buy local and organic or "grow their 
own" in order to avoid participating in what they called the "industrial agricultural system" that 
developed in the US and then globally after World War II as discussed extensively in chapter 2. 
 This story relates to my research study as it illustrates my background as a young 
homesteader with my mother in the 1970s that lead to a life of engagement in supporting what 
has come to be known as an alternative or "local food system." While I have lived in urban areas 
for most of my adult life, I have still managed to garden in my urban backyards and window 
boxes and to find creative ways to eat locally-grown organic produce. In some way I have been 
harkening back to my horticultural roots for as long as I can remember. 
This story is also relevant to this study as is the basis for my decision to consider the local 
food system at an academic research level. Five years ago I inherited my parents' property 
including the five-acre homestead that Beverly had designed as a sort of "horticultural learning 
center" around which much of my relationship to the natural world and aesthetics would derive. 
Things had come full circle and because of this I completely changed the focus of my graduate 
research studies in order to make my life "all of a piece." Despite the delays created by switching 
my focus to food and farming from a completely different subject that I had spent years pursuing, 
	   44	  
I felt strongly that it was the correct action to take. My vision at this juncture was to follow 
Beverly's path by starting a learning center at "the farm" to teach people about homesteading—
including growing, distributing, preparing, and preserving food, just as Beverly had. 
Simultaneously I felt a burning need to understand more fully the new activity or burgeoning 
social movement taking place around local food that had been part of my life since I was a small 
child.  
I have tried through this research to learn more about the complex ways that people and 
entities like the non-governmental organization (NGO) are making sense of what local food 
means to society at a systems level—in other words, how the entire system of producing, 
distributing, preparing and consuming food impact people at societal and individual levels. I 
have also endeavored to understand the learning processes and platforms that Food Rights uses 
to provide people with not only agricultural skills but the civic engagement skills necessary to 
develop an alternative or local food system (LFS). 
Introduction 
This research project follows an ethnographic approach to studying a small nonprofit 
organization in NYC that I call Food Rights. This organization addresses the issue of "food 
justice." My investigative methods involved using myself as the primary tool of data collection 
as a participant observer (Schensul et al, 1999, p. 273). In keeping with ethnographic 
methodological approaches, this work focuses on and adds to the perspectives of the actors I 
observed in this research setting through careful, thorough data collection in order to ensure the 
reliability of this data (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999, p. 2). I should point out that this research 
followed a dual methodological approach. First, I began with an organizational study of Food 
Rights that made use of participant observation, informal open-ended interviews, and review of 
archival data. This was followed up with participant observation at a research site I call Beet 
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Greens CSA, one of the alternative food distribution platforms that is part of the Food Rights 
Network. 
Research questions  
For ease of review, I have provided the study research questions in chart form with data sources 
related to these questions as well as the dates the fieldwork was conducted to allow the reader 
rapid access to the timeframe associated with each type of data collected. 
  
Research questions  Data sources    Fieldwork dates  
Overarching question: 
What difficulties does 
Food Rights face in 
helping New Yorkers 
participate in the 
development of a Local 
Food System (LFS)? 
1) Participant observation of all 
programs and educational 
modalities, events, and efforts.  
Ongoing August 2009-
August 2010 
 2) Interviews with staff, partners, 




 3) Archival data including media, 
annual reports, organizational 
brochures, educational and 
programmatic materials, website, 
online meet-up groups, 
conference and workshop 
materials. 
Ongoing March 2009-
August 2010 but 
focused in July and 
August 2010. 
 4) Life histories of all staff and 
Americorp volunteers (this were 




Sub-question 1: How does 
the focal organization 
educate its partners, 
collaborators and staff in an 
effort to enable them to 
engage actively in LFS 
development? How does it 
make use of folk education 
tools in its efforts to 
1) Participation in TOT training.  April 2009 
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promote civic engagement 
in LFS development? 
(chapter 5) 




 3) Participant observation in 
workshops and educational 
venues run by community 
members who had gone through 
the TOT model. 
Ongoing March 2009-
August 2010 
 4) Participation in Urban 
Agriculture Institute Executive 




 4) Life histories of all staff and 
Americorp volunteers (these were 








Sub-question 2: How does 
the focal organization 
educate its target 
populations in an effort to 
create LFS distribution 
venues and platforms? 
How does it make use of 
folk education tools in its 
efforts to promote civic 
engagement in LFS 
development?  (chapters 6 
and 7) 
1) Participation in CSA 
workshops, assistance with CSA 
programming, Participation in 
urban agriculture workshops 
Ongoing March 2009-
August 2010 
 2) Participation in Food Rights 
Network CSA as founder and 
core member for two years.  
July 2010-November 
2011 
 3) Participant observation Urban 
Hen Advisory Board 
May 2009-August 
2009 
 4) Volunteer at Food Rights 
Network Market for 6 months 
May 2009-November 
2009; some activity 
spring 2010 
 5) Participation in Community 
Food Education trainings/events 
Ongoing March 2009-
August 2010 
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Sub-question 3: How does 
the focal organization make 
use of multi-sector 
networks to promote its 
efforts to develop, support 
and promote the LFS?  
(chapters 5, 6, and 7) 
 
1) Participation in Urban 
Agriculture Institute Executive 
Advisory Board  
June 2010-December 
2010 





Timeline and research setting 
Before collecting data for this research, I reviewed the relevant literature to learn more about 
the contributions of other researchers in the areas of local food systems, sustainable agriculture, 
environmentally focused social movements, and networks. This activity took place throughout 
2008. 
After defending my proposal, I proceeded with my research18 by seeking access to Food 
Rights in December 2008, after which I obtained an interview with the Food Rights Executive 
Director, Sophia Laggiano. A friend introduced me to Laggiano as she had worked on a Food 
Rights subcommittee of the organization’s Board of Directors. For my first meeting with 
Laggiano, I went to the organization’s tiny offices on Manhattan's Lower East Side. We met in a 
conference room stuffed with boxes and training materials around a large table with mismatched 
chairs.  I brought her an outline of my research goals and of how I intended to conduct my 
research study. She seemed interested in what I was proposing, but, true to Food Rights’ 
democratic ideals, she wanted to ensure that all of her staff felt comfortable with having a 
researcher on site for a year.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 This research study was approved by the Columbia Internal Review Board Protocol #09-235. 
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At Laggiano's request I presented my research proposal to many of the Food Rights staffers 
in February 2009. They asked me about my research techniques and how my research would be 
used when it was complete—they took my project very seriously and asked many difficult 
questions about my background, my perspective on food systems and the impact of research on 
community-based sites.19 Since the interview was so rigorous, I left the Food Rights offices that 
day wondering if they would vote to allow me to conduct my research at the organization.  
But they did. Within a few weeks I learned that the staff had agreed to allow me to 
conduct an organizational study of their company. Interestingly, I later found that one of the 
most rigorous questioners at my presentation—Carrie Caldwell, the Urban Agriculture Manager 
at the time, was excited that I was studying their organization; she felt that academic interest in 
Food Rights further validated their efforts and would provide valuable insight into the 
organization. Like the other staff members, she was very supportive of my work, granting 
numerous interviews, allowing me to participate in meetings and committees, and proudly 
introducing me to Food Rights partners and constituents.   
I began officially working at Food Rights about 30 hours per week in March of 2009. I 
continued my work through August 2010 using the last six months to complete staff and 
volunteer interviews. During this 18-month period I was given full access to all meetings (except 
Board of Director meetings)20, activities, and events. I was also given space in their offices to 
work at least one day a week. For the next year and a half, I plunged into my research by 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 This concern with research was a common one that I had found as a public health researcher in the Harlem 
neighborhood of Manhattan over the past several years, as community members had often agreed to work with 
researchers, put in extensive amounts of time and then felt that the researcher left and gave nothing back to the 
community. These were the kinds of concerns the Food Rights staff had, as well as how my research would be used 
and who would have access to the findings (Zimmer, 1981). 
20 It is important to note this lack of access to Food Rights' Board as I believe it indicates an important lack of trust 
and willingness to share certain aspects of the organizational decision-making with the outside world, or perhaps 
with me specifically. I also found it interesting that while I interviewed several Board Members for this research 
project, the members who came from "society" backgrounds or served in a legal or economic role never returned my 
calls/emails or showed any interest in speaking with me. 
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volunteering at organizational conferences, attending nearly every event and activity I could 
manage, community outreach, site visits, educational activities, and even some administrative 
work. I also began to participate in or attend advisory board meetings for urban agriculture 
(Urban Hens), CSA (farmers and urban core group members), and emergency food. 
In June of 2010, I realized that I needed to cover more fully their newly launching Urban 
Agriculture Institute. To this end, I immersed myself in this project by participating on the 
Institute's Executive Board and several subcommittees. I continued this aspect of my research 
with Food Rights until December of 2010, when the Institute officially launched. All told, I was 
at Food Rights for 22 months. Additionally, I worked from December of 2010 through 
November of 2011 doing participant observation as one of the founders of a Food Rights CSA to 
better understand what this alternative distribution model actually was like "on the ground." 
Overview of Research Design 
In this section I review methods used throughout the research study, the process used to 
implement those methods, and finally any modifications that took place throughout the research 
project to improve upon these methods. 
Data sources and collection methods 
 
Participant observation: Data were primarily gathered through “participant observation” during 
the 22 months of fieldwork as well as the work in 2010 and 2011 as a participant observer at the 
Beet Greens CSA.  By participating in CSA development and programming, I was able to gain 
the trust needed to engage in almost every programmatic role that Food Rights offers including 
participating in advisory boards, serving as a conference facilitator, assisting a community chef 
at a Food Rights Network Market, attending staff meetings, and starting a Network CSA.  Sophia 
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Laggiano, the current Food Rights Executive Director, told me after my research was complete, 
"When you left, we felt that a staff member had gone."21 This ethnographic process allowed me 
to blend seamlessly into the organization.  
 As most anthropological methods theory will attest, participant observation is "…the 
foundation of cultural anthropology. It involves getting close to people and making them feel 
comfortable with your presence so that you observe and record information about their lives." 
(Bernard, 2002, p. 322). Bernard characterizes this process as strategic because it "…puts you 
where the action is and lets you collect data" (p. 324).  
In developing this research design, I made use of participant observation as the primary 
data collection tool because of my theoretical focus toward a more interpretive or practice-
oriented approach. According to LeCompte and Senschul (1999b) this approach is inherently 
participatory:  
because meaning can be created only through interaction. For researchers this means that 
they must participate in the lives of research participants in order to observe social 
dialogue and interaction—the process of creating constructs, ideas, and meanings—as it 
occurs. Furthermore, authentic or valid individual constructs or ideas can be elicited and 
refined only though interaction between and among all researchers, participants, and 
partners in the project. In this sense, the data and findings … are created and recreated as 
the research proceeds. Important to interpretive researchers is that the constructs or 
meaning systems of researchers, participants and research partners all carry equal weight, 
because negotiated meaning cannot occur unless the researcher is a full participant in the 
process (p. 50). 
 
 
Field notes: This type of data was the backbone of my data collection as I gathered it for every 
situation I was in, often providing greater detail to it and coding it privately. My field notes 
varied and included notes I would jot down surreptitiously when I was in a field situation, a daily 
log, and more formal notes that I wrote up each day, as well as notes from all meetings and 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Field notes Food Rights fundraiser October 2012. 
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activities for which it was appropriate for me to be taking notes as many of the other people in 
that setting were doing as well. These methods follow what Bernard (2002), Sanjek (1990), and 
Schensul et al (1999) delineate as sound ways to record data collected through participant 
observation. 
Interviews: Additionally, I conducted more than 30 multi-session, open-ended interviews from 
August of 2009 through August of 2010. According to Schensul et al (1999), these types of 
interviews require the interviewer to be "open to any and all relevant responses" (p. 121). I used 
these data to construct an organizational history of Food Rights as well as to triangulate data 
collected through participant observation. I interviewed Food Rights staff, partners, founding 
members, and board members and used this method to gather general data about organizational 
networks and structure; construct an organizational history; develop individual life histories of 
staff, volunteers, network trainers, Board Members and founding members; triangulate with 
other data sources. All interviews were audio recorded and the files transcribed.  
Archival data: I collected archival specimens that included brochures, newsletters, magazine 
and newspaper articles written by the organization's founding director, other board members and 
staff, website articles and online meet-up group information, along with training materials, 
annual reports, and brochures from fundraisers and various events, as well as press clippings 
about the organization. By participating in trainings, conferences and policy efforts, and on 
advisory boards, I was able to access all of the materials used for these activities.  
Researcher position  
My trajectory from horticultural apprentice working on a homestead with my mother to 
local food-systems researcher has been interesting. In my study of Food Rights I have been, in a 
sense, what Clifford and Marcus (1986) call an "indigenous researcher" (p. 9) poking around in 
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my own backyard, so to speak. This perspective of the "anthropologist at home" (Gallinat, 2010; 
Jackson, 1987; Messerschmidt, 1981) has allowed me to make use of a unique lens that other 
"newcomers" to this topic and world would not have access to.  
The notion of being an "anthropologist at home" initially began as a decidedly subversive 
action on the part of anthropologists several decades ago who chose to study in the US or in a 
western setting instead of abroad where they were generally conducting research among people 
very different from themselves (Messerschmidt, 1981, p. 3). The concern for the researcher 
working "at home" was whether he or she had the capacity to achieve authenticity given the 
ethnographer's "insider" status, especially anthropology has a long history of studying a culture 
other than one's own, "one's foreignness to a place and its culture [has been] said to facilitate 
analytic distance…" (Gallinat, 2010, p. 27). 
However, over time the notion of what constitutes a "native" position seems to vary 
depending upon where one is being native. Appadurai (1988) establishes important ways to 
complicate the notion of nativeness within a colonial context. But he also simplifies this concept 
by basing it largely on geography, not on other factors that make one native, such as, in my case, 
the ideology and practice of engaging in a local food system. In a volume edited by 
Messerschmidt (1981) a variety of essays by anthropologists working "at home" generally locate 
themselves on a continuum of identification with their subjects of study from "virtual oneness to 
a marginal nearness" (p. 8). This continuum resonates with my experience in the field. 
There is no doubt that my position in this study has been complex. I have a long history 
of participating as a non-researcher with local food systems in both rural and urban settings, both 
outside and within NYC, and across many aspects of this system from agriculture to alternative 
food distribution systems such as CSAs and food cooperatives. But as my own experience shows, 
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within my research setting, I was functioning along different areas of the "nativeness" continuum 
depending upon what activity I was engaged in, or who I was engaging with. While Appadurai 
(1988) talks about the "incarceration" of the native based on colonial definitions of what and 
who a native is, and the hierarchy of relationships between anthropologists and people defined as 
"native," the native identity becomes even more complex when these roles are combined. I felt, 
rather, that I could not confine my nativeness to any one identity, location, or spatial point. The 
only consistency was that the subject matter I was studying was familiar. This was perhaps 
because I was at home where, even if subjects and situations were at times unfamiliar, they were 
never "foreign." 
For instance, as a researcher doing an organizational study of an NGO, most of my 
experiences were as an outsider, I had much to learn about the organization, its work around folk 
education and civic engagement, as well as its programming. Working within a familiar culture 
does not guarantee gaining insider status (Aguilar, 1981) or professional distancing "since 
cultural knowledge is not all encompassing" (Gallinat, 2010, p. 27), and because anthropological 
training instills a critical sensitivity to the complexities of social and cultural situations (Gallinat, 
2010). Accessing this realm, despite my unfamiliarity with the trappings, was a place where I 
knew the language, understood the history, and had many of my own experiences to fall back 
upon. 
While the "anthropologist at home" perspective has some clear benefits in allowing a 
researcher to dig more deeply into a given research site, it also brings with it some problems. 
One of the most obvious that I have struggled with throughout writing my dissertation is a strong 
identification with the field site, informants, and the subject matter. This identification made it 
difficult at times for me to provide a fully objective analysis of this research.  
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Another challenge arose during the second part of my study at Beet Greens CSA, which 
was created by my multiple roles. I was making use of what Gallinat (2010) refers to as a 
"double vision" that required me to move between being an informer and an ethnographer (p. 26). 
The informer part of this work was also multi-layered: (1) I couldn't help but be influenced by 
memories from my own experiences as a CSA member in Massachusetts described earlier in the 
vignette; (2) participating as one of the CSA founders and "core group" members running this 
alternative food-distribution platform gave me a very particular vantage point from which to 
observe this CSA and the broader Food Rights Network; (3) and finally, my insider knowledge 
from spending nearly a year learning about Food Rights' CSA programming before becoming 
involved in running one, gave me insight into their Network CSAs that no one else at my CSA 
had.  
I would agree, however, with other anthropologists in arguing that "anthropology at 
home" carries many of the same issues that "outsider" anthropologists face in identifying and 
bonding with their informants and research sites (Abu-Lughod, 1991; Narayan, 1993). 
Ultimately, my position in this study was located along that continuum mentioned earlier, 
providing me with many different viewpoints from which to report. 
Data analysis and synthesis:  
Coding: I began by assigning alphanumeric codes according to "domains" and connected these 
to what I called the "social-change landscape"—spaces where I compare Food Rights' notions of 
how it promotes the LFS through its constituents and partners with study data. Both of these 
"thematic realms" were then considered. I provide the conceptual framework that delineates this 
process in Appendix B. Note that these domains and landscape descriptions were inductively 
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derived from the data and then theoretical paradigms relevant to my findings were considered to 
provide a deductive level of analysis. 
To develop these codes related to my conceptual framework, I used a process similar to 
grounded theory's "open coding" that is also referred to as "inductive analysis" (Patton, 1990, 
2002). For this I made use of themes that I saw emerge from the data. As my conceptual 
framework became more developed, I added a layer of codes through a deductive analytic 
process. Note that my conceptual framework kept growing and evolving as I analyzed and 
synthesized my data so that all aspects of this process were iterative and reflexive. 
Theoretical influences 
 As indicated in chapter 1, my overarching theoretical inspirations derive from the 
theoretical paradigms developed over the past several decades that concern themselves with the 
notion of "practice." By making use of the work of Ortner (1994), Bourdieu (1990, 1999), 
Giddens (1979), and others, I consider the relationships—in this case within and around the Food 
Rights Network—that involve the complex ways that actors engage with power and exercise 
agency. Specifically, I am looking at the complex arrangement by which food is produced, 
distributed, processed and consumed through the LFS and the role Food Rights plays in that 
system especially as a third-sector organization interested in "food justice." Throughout this 
study I will focus on areas of asymmetry, inequality and domination. 
 When one takes a step back to view the scene from the bigger picture of what is going on 
in the NYC LFS, it’s easier to see "highly patterned and routinized behavior in systems of 
reproduction" (Ortner, 1994, p. 394). For example, there are many researchers doing work 
around the way alternative food systems and "food justice" efforts reinforce the racism that exists 
in the industrial food system or in society in general (Guthman, 2011; Slocum, 2006). This issue 
is especially significant as urban farming and epicurean food becomes more popular and trendy, 
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causing spaces where marginalized groups have historically been engaged, to be taken over by 
those with more power or resources. This is discussed in more detail in chapters 5 and 7. 
 Ultimately, with a focus on practice within some sort of system, the goal is to look at the 
"forces in play upon actors, as a way of understanding where actors, as we say, are coming from. 
In particular, a system is analyzed with the aim of revealing the sorts of binds it creates for actors, 
the sorts of burdens it places upon them…" (Ortner, 1994, p. 395). As noted earlier, my goal in 
this study is to review the "binds" that consumer-actors find as they are limited by time to engage 
in the LFS system, money to buy a CSA share, interest in civil society or the LFS, or the 
knowledge to make choices about food and food systems. I also consider Food Rights’ actors 
who are also limited by organizational capacity and the inability to understand fully the rapid 
shifts that may take place in the LFS landscape.   
 Theoretically, this dissertation considers how practice shapes food systems and how those 
systems are changed by practice—especially through the efforts of the focal organization, Food 
Rights. And for this, I am concerned with practices related to the everyday work of this NGO 
(Bourdieu, 1999; deCerteau, 1984). As Ortner (1994) reminds us: 
All of these routines and scenarios are predicated upon and embody within themselves, 
the fundamental notions of temporal, spatial, and social ordering that underlie and 
organize the system as a whole. In enacting these routines, actors not only continue to be 
shaped by the underlying organizational principles involved, but continually re-endorse 
those principles in the world of public observation and discourse (p. 398). 
 
This kind of day-to-day work is what most organizations are made of, as it’s how the 
people who populate them and carry out their work—moving through routines and habits, new 
challenges and projects, interactions with each other, constituents and partners. So much of what 
is the meaningful stuff for researchers to consider is found in the ordinariness of a space or 
activity. Throughout this dissertation I describe many ordinary activities that to someone outside 
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LFS tableau would seem very extraordinary—such as a visit to an urban farm to discuss best 
practices for chicken stewardship or a conversation with a CSA member about why she is only 
getting seasonal fruits grown in the Northeast at certain times (when everyone knows you can get 
any fruit you want at the supermarket) or how kids in low-income neighborhoods are being 
shown an alternative to soda with bike-blender smoothies. According to deCerteau (1984), "The 
approach to culture begins when the ordinary man becomes the narrator, when it’s he who 
defines the (common) place of discourse and the (anonymous) space of its development" (p. 5). 
In the following chapters, I attempt to provide the voices of the Food Rights Network actors so 
that they can tell their own stories and thus the broader narrative of this organization. 
Trustworthiness  
Credibility/dependability: My prolonged study of Food Rights for 22 months along with two 
seasons of research at the Beet Greens CSA between 2010 and 2011 and the extensive and 
meticulous detail taken to cover all of its programming and engage in participant observation 
have enabled me to gain an in-depth understanding of this site and of its place in the LFS 
movement. I have also collected multiple types of data in an effort to compare varied sources in 
order to triangulate this data and to corroborate my conclusions.   
Transferability: While this ethnographic study does not serve as a representative sample, my 
goal has been to make this information accessible to the reader through as much detail and "thick 
description" (Geertz, 1973) as possible so that other researchers can decide whether similar 
processes could be valuable in their own research endeavors. 
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Limitations of the study 
 This research study contains certain limiting conditions, some of which are systemic of 
the qualitative approach and others to this endeavor in particular. I have spent considerable time 
trying to address these issues in an effort to limit the impact. The first limitation is obviously 
researcher subjectivity, which I have discussed at length above, my primary concern being 
researcher bias—namely my own subjectivity through my background in and connections to the 
LFS. As stated above, however, I do not believe that my subjectivity is more pronounced than 
most researchers making use of participant observation and working closely over extended 
periods of time with informants and research sites. I made a particular effort to always be 
extremely transparent about my position as researcher and to remind subjects that I was always 
collecting data. 
 Another concern is the use of interviews for data collection with actors involved with 
Food Rights at a variety of levels (as staff, partners, Board Members, etc.) as an integral part of 
this research design. I am well aware that interviews can be problematic as subjects often try to 
cooperate with the researcher providing responses that are not completely honest or are guarded 
(Maxwell, 1996). I addressed these limitations in a variety of ways: By triangulating data 
through a variety of methods (i.e. participant observation, interviews, and archival data), and by 
working to create an environment of trust by which interviewees felt comfortable enough with 
me to be open and honest in their responses.  
 Finally, a significant limitation of this study is that I was only studying one organization, 
and a limited group of actors engaged with that organization. Therefore, my data and conclusions 
may seem limited and non-generalizable. As noted above, my aim was to make this topic and my 
methods clear to other researchers in the hope that the information presented here could be 
assessed for its applicability and appropriately used in other contexts and settings. 
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Summary 
 
This chapter sets us on our journey into the data chapters that make up much of this 
dissertation. As we move forward together into the realm of the Food Rights Network, I 
welcome you, the reader, into both a world that is my own, and not. A place that is familiar to me 
at some points and very foreign at others. As I consider my inquiry into the subject of food and 
farming (that no doubt sprouted years ago at both my great uncle's "farm" and the one that my 
mother created in our yard), I begin the first step through the door into looking more deeply at a 
multisector, network NGO focused on something called "food justice." As my stories indicate, so 
much of what I have found goes far beyond food and farming into a territory where the 
negotiations with power and agency discussed earlier begin to take shape. These interactions and 
actions take place in ordinary, everyday life within the areas of adult education, civic 
engagement, network building and the nuts and bolts of what goes into efforts to develop an 
alternative food system in NYC. 
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Chapter 4: Food Rights’ History and Structure  
A tribute to tenacity: How Food Rights' long-term commitment to building an alternative 
food system has allowed it to see the realization of a powerful "Good Food Movement"—
but will successful growth be its downfall?  
 
Food Rights' journey to their current marble-lobbied Manhattan skyscraper as described 
in Chapter 1 had been circuitous. They spent years sharing space with other nonprofits, 
leveraging volunteers and their community trainers to build capacity. Even getting off the ground 
was no easy feat. Sally Cohen, one of Food Rights' founding members and a current Board 
Member, described to me the early days of the organization's founding. Cohen told me that in the 
early 1990s she would have her husband drive her into Manhattan from their Long Island home 
for meetings with the sustainable food coalition that would, in a few years, become Food Rights. 
These coalition meetings were attended by a wide array of constituents including those who 
described themselves as educators and advocates for many different causes and groups including 
hunger, urban gardens, environmental protection, safe and healthy food, community-based 
economic development, and the preservation of local farms and farmers. These constituents were 
invited to these meetings by an energetic young woman named Kayla Martin.  
"After the first meeting my husband took me to, " Cohen recalls, "he said, 'Well, there's 
no point in coming to any of these meetings anymore—nothing's going to happen.'" Cohen 
remembers that she thought he had a point—everyone was too busy protecting his or her own 
turf. But Sam Cohen didn't understand Martin’s tenacity, leadership ability, and diplomacy. She 
had a degree in economics and political development from Columbia University and much 
experience in consensus building through work with agricultural coalitions in the US and a 
United Nations Conference on sustainable agriculture.  She pushed members of her coalition to 
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stop trying to compete. Cohen says, "Kayla kept calling meetings, and I kept going. She 
somehow coaxed people into agreeing to try."22 Martin told me that the secret to her tenacity in 
building coalitions was that she grew up as "…a Navy brat and we … moved 11 times by the 
time I was 10." She believes that this experience gave her certain personality traits that helped 
her become proficient at building coalitions and developing the Food Rights multi-sector 
network structure.  She says, "[I had] a certain comfort with strangers, an ability to make friends 
quickly and easily, a desire to fit in, and within our family I was the peacemaker."23 
But even when Martin was calling together coalition meetings in her living room in 
Manhattan's East Village, Martin had a vision to change the food system. Her tenacity to realize 
Food Rights came from her belief that it was possible to rebuild the food system through a multi-
sector network approach. Her goal was to create a coalition that married agriculture, 
environmental issues, anti-hunger, social justice, and food systems as “a uniquely elegant set of 
issues” that she says had never before been brought together under one roof. The result was Food 
Rights.24 Martin’s “food-systems approach” parallels Dahlberg's (1993) regenerative food 
system theory to consider global historical forces impacting the entire food system from 
production to consumption.  
Additionally, Martin believed that lots of groups had an interest in this vision even if they 
didn't know it. She knew she had to find a way that NYC could get involved in sustainable 
agriculture and food policy issues—issues that until this time had seemed relegated to the rural 
sector. After all, most New Yorkers didn't feel that the issues facing farmers were relevant to 
them. Martin set out to help her diverse coalition realize that many people were interested in 
local farming because they were interested in some aspect of the food system. She saw the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 Interview transcript Sally Cohen 10.17.10 
23 Interview transcript Kayla Martin 7.30.10 
24 Interview transcript Kayla Martin 7.30.10 
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"broken food system" as "a multifaceted problem [that is] best addressed in a holistic, systematic 
way. [There is] more than enough work for everybody to do, there was absolutely no reason to 
have turf wars. And we could build synergy between very different types of organizations if we 
understood what each other was doing."25  
By 1995 Martin and the founding members of the coalition formed a Board of Directors 
and formally launched the organization as Food Rights with 501(c)(3) nonprofit status—two 
years after Sam Cohen had told his wife that, based on what he saw at their first meeting, he 
didn't think the organization would ever get off the ground. This new status allowed Food Rights 
to receive a grant from a small family foundation that supported activism as a "way to achieve 
social change." Martin says that the funder was perfect for Food Rights: "They were one of the 
few funders I've ever worked with that really understood the importance of and value and 
extreme difficulty of funding networks." This was because most funders expected third-sector 
organizations to have clear measurable outcomes within a very short period of time, especially 
within the policy and advocacy arenas26. This was something that Food Rights couldn't do as it 
took years to build the relationships that held the network together. 
Martin ran a very small ship for much of her tenure, adding staff to run the CSA program 
and then in 1997 the urban agriculture program, relying on office space from collaborating 
NGOs and support from volunteers and interns. Sophia Laggiano, the current Food Rights 
Executive Director who interned with Martin in the late 1990s remembers her as a powerhouse 
of energy and intellect, "She made such a strong impression on me at the time…she would be 
typing and she'd have a headset on and she'd be on the phone and she'd be doing a million things 
at a million miles a minute…and the experience of working with her—she's so dynamic, so 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25 Interview transcript Kayla Martin 7.30.10 
26 Interview transcript Kayla Martin 7.20.10 
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articulate and these ideas [that she was mobilizing through Food Rights: Of CSA, of reaching 
low-income populations through a variety of payment schemes, and organic agriculture] just 
really rocked my world."27 
It’s no surprise, after giving almost a decade to the development of Food Rights, working 
at breakneck speed, that in 2000 Martin was ready for a change. She had solidly established Food 
Rights in NYC's third sector and was ready to move on. She passed the torch to her long-time 
colleague Marion McAllister, who had been working on sustainable agriculture issues in NYC 
for years and was very active in the early coalition that laid the groundwork for Food Rights. 
McAllister, with a degree in international development from Clark University, was a perfect 
choice for this role because she had a strong background in fundraising, having spent years 
working with a major NYC foundation. Cohen says of McAllister, "She worked really hard." 
Cohen describes McAllister leaving the organization "in a blaze of glory" six years after she was 
hired because she had brought Food Rights, according to Cohen, to a "favorable situation"28 with 
revenue of more than a half million dollars—an important accomplishment for a small third-
sector organization.29  
Among McAllister's many contributions to the organization was a groundbreaking impact 
through the collaboration she developed in 200130 with an organization I call Livestock 
International, a global non-governmental organization, that focuses on promoting microfinance 
agricultural projects using a unique training method whereby participants in the lending program 
are required to "share the wealth" with other participants by showing them how to take care of 
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28 Interview transcript Sally Cohen 10.17.10 
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revenue by $278,259 to $528,259 when she left Food Rights in the summer of 2006 (2006 Food Rights Annual 
Report) 
30 Interview transcript Andrea Holliston 3.14.11 
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their animals and retain economic viability through the micro-loan process. While Food Rights 
wasn't interested in promoting livestock in NYC per se, it was interested in using this model to 
promote urban agriculture. And that is how the Training of Trainers (TOT) adult "folk" 
education model (discussed extensively in chapter 5) became a major aspect of the Food Rights 
educational portfolio. The TOT allowed community organizers to learn what they describe as a 
"participatory" educational approach that was designed to build capacity for Food Rights 
Network by allowing trainees to go back into their community and "share the wealth" on topics 
related to agriculture and food systems. In this way, a cadre of Food Rights Network trainers 
were developed to exponentially increase Food Rights' reach throughout NYC's five boroughs.  
McAllister also started a spin-off of the CSA program for emergency food sites that is 
discussed in the emergency food section below as well as in chapter 6—a project that Food 
Rights’ third Executive Director, Sophia Laggiano, would provide extensive input to when she 
came on board in 2006, making use of her background on a food security project in New 
England.31 McAllister also strengthened organizational publications, conferences and summits, 
educational programming and introduced the Americorps VISTA volunteer program to the 
organization to help build capacity, which was the focus of the vignette in chapter 1 describing 
the organization's struggle to find room for 23 VISTA volunteers in the summer of 2009. 
Sophia Laggiano, with an MBA focused on nonprofit management from Yale University, 
became Food Rights' third Executive Director in the summer of 2006. Having worked at Food 
Rights as a college intern with Kayla Martin, she told me she was "enamored with what Food 
Rights is and does."32 Sally Cohen, one of the members of the board who was part of the 
committee that hired her, described Laggiano's first interview to me: "This young, dewey-eyed 
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creature comes in—and she just dazzled us. Someone asked her why we should hire her and she 
said, 'Well, you really need me, you just don't know it yet."33 
While there have been many challenges with running a network organization, Laggiano 
has been passionate about Food Rights' issues since her days as interning with Kayla Martin in 
the late 1990s. Coming from an academic background in environmental science, Laggiano 
quickly saw the magnitude of what Martin and her collaborators were aiming to do:  "As an 
environmentalist34 I was looking at the way humans impacted nature and to see that by choosing 
to support an organic family farm you could support the practices of a farmer who was being a 
good steward of the land and who was having a great impact on the property that they managed. 
And by making [the farm] sustainable you were supporting the sustainable environment, so that 
was incredibly compelling to me."35 Laggiano may have been a bit prophetic in her seemingly 
provocative quip to her hiring committee back in 2006. But her experiences seemed to have 
prepared her for the Executive Director role, having by that time worked not only as an 
environmental scientist running a nature center in a small Northeastern city, worked on issues of 
food security as a consultant to a food systems organization, and earned an MBA focused on 
nonprofit management. She very clearly knew that she wanted to lead this little organization into 
something bigger than what it was—but how was she to know that the Good Food Movement 
would strike NYC a few years after she took control of the ship? 
Little did she know what was about to take place. Over the next few years, Food Rights 
began growing exponentially as NYC's multi-faced food movement gained ground. Her vision 
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for the organization was to "get bigger and healthier, more stable with greater financial 
viability"36 but even positive growth and success can bring challenges.  
During her years Laggiano continued the financial development that McAllister worked 
so hard to create during her tenure—especially through government grants, varied donors, and 
heightened visibility through fundraisers tied to the epicurean side of the Good Food Movement. 
Under Laggiano's leadership, between 2006 and 2010, Food Rights’ revenue increased by about 
$539,293 to $1,067,552 through private, corporate, and government grants as well as individual 
donations. Twenty-eight percent of that money went to fundraising and administration; the next 
chunk—20 percent—funded the urban agriculture program. Emergency Food (16 percent), CSA 
(15 percent), Community Food Education (10 percent), and Food Justice (9 percent) made up the 
rest of the more than $1 million budget. 
This extensive growth brought with it organizational expansion at many levels. Between 
2006 and 2010, Laggiano increased Food Rights' staff, revenue, and programmatic reach. She 
also developed a formal revenue-generating Network for Community Supported Agriculture 
(CSA) and general Food Rights members and launched Food Rights' Urban Agriculture Institute 
in 2010. As will be discussed in the following chapters, this growth also introduced a new series 
of challenges as some of its programming began growing faster than its small capacity could 
bear. 
In 2011 Laggiano admitted to me that Food Rights was in the midst of some serious 
growing pains. "We can't grow fast enough,” she said. “We are trying to respond to so many 
opportunities, but we are constrained by size, not knowledge and abilities. The challenge is to 
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achieve a balance. We are trying to apply our resources in the best possible way."37 But two 
years later, as food systems issues still remain prominent, especially in government and business 
sectors, it remains to be seen how the organization will fare given the unique challenges its 
growth and success provide. 
Food Rights programming, staffing, and network 
 
Programs: Kayla Martin brought the Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) concept to 
NYC in the early 1990s before Food Rights was even an official organization. Back then only a 
few regional farmers knew what CSA was. So this alternative distribution model that directly 
connected urban consumers and local farmers was its primary form of programming when Food 
Rights launched in 1995—being the first organization to introduce this distribution model to 
NYC. At first Food Rights began educating people about this model through forums and 
conferences. CSA set down roots in the US in the late 1980s (initially in Massachusetts and New 
Hampshire) having evolved from models in Germany, Switzerland, and Japan. The CSA model 
was a response to a growing desire for quality food and to support embittered local farms (Groh 
& McFadden, 1997, Henderson & Van En, 2007).38 The Food Rights CSA program started out 
with the same objective it has today—to provide New Yorkers with an alternative distribution 
model to obtain food from local farmers. With actual programming for CSA beginning in the 
1996 growing season, Food Rights helped six regional farmers establish CSA operations in eight 
NYC neighborhoods in four of the city's boroughs. As Martin writes in a 1999 article, Food 
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38 CSA is a distribution model based on consumers purchasing a share of vegetables (and sometimes other items like 
fruit, meat, dairy, and grain) from a farmer at the beginning of the season and then receiving enough food to feed a 
family of about four each week for about 22 weeks (the approximate length of the Northeastern US growing season). 
This up-front payment allows the farmer to purchase seeds, fertilizer, get repairs to machinery and pay for other 
costs without taking out large interest-bearing loans. This design also engages consumers in some of the risk 
inherent in agricultural endeavors and brings them as close to the food system as they can get—with no one else in 
between them and the producer (Groh & McFadden, 1997). 
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Rights' CSA program, "…helps Northeast farmers and New Yorkers of all income levels build 
lasting, mutually beneficial relationships."39 The Food Rights CSA program continued on, 
growing a little bit more each year (roughly 4 CSAs were added to the network each year until 
2007 when the interest in CSA began increasing. For the next four years, about 15 CSAs were 
added to the network each year).  In addition to setting up a relationship with the US Department 
of Agriculture so that food stamps could be used at CSAs, Food Rights also helped CSAs offer 
its members as many alternative ways for low-income members to afford the up-front cost of a 
share that in 2010 was about $440. This could be $20 for a week's worth of food for an family of 
four—a substantial bargain considering that all Food Rights' CSA's were run by farmers who 
followed organic or sustainable- growing practices, making this produce much more expensive if 
purchased in a grocery store or health food store.  
By 2010 when my research was winding down, Food Rights oversaw the largest network of 
CSAs in the US40—more than 100 in all of NYC's boroughs. This extensive CSA Network 
involved 28 sustainable and organic vegetable farmers, 60 farmers providing additional products 
such as meat, dairy, flowers, and fruit, and impacted more than 30,000 New Yorkers by 
involving them in an alternative food distribution system.41 In 2010, Food Rights formalized its 
CSA network as indicated above. As of 2012 it has 84 CSA sites out of a total of 110 that are 
formally participating in its network and paying member fees.  From this network it earned 
$23,430 in 2012. Since 2011 Network Program Coordinator, Cherrie Arac, has overseen the 
formal Food Rights Network. She is responsible for the organization's network fee system and 
outreach to CSAs. Her job is to strengthen the relationship between the organization and member 
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41 Food Rights 2010 Annual Report 
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CSAs, a major challenge to the strength of this network. The role didn’t exist during my research 
period. The CSA Program, including the challenges its substantial growth has brought to the 
organization, is discussed extensively in chapter 6. 
By 1997 a USDA grant launched the organization into the realm of urban agriculture with a 
unique program design that promoted a collaborative partnership between Food Rights and four 
other New York organizations from the fields of community gardening, anti-hunger, and local 
farming advocacy as well as a local land grant college with an extension service providing 
technical training for urban farmers. These collaborating organizations, many of them serving as 
Food Rights founders, all followed a mission that Food Rights still support—to help "New 
Yorkers living in low-income neighborhoods take a leadership role in growing, distributing and 
marketing food to meet their neighborhoods' need for food and jobs."42 Now, 16 years later, that 
mission includes helping New Yorkers not only grow their own vegetables, but also raise 
chickens or bees within city limits. In an article that Kayla Martin wrote in 1999, she describes 
the Food Rights urban agriculture program as "…a collaborative project that works intensively 
with community gardens to develop a sustainable network of food-producing gardens in New 
York City."43 That, however, would change after the Training of Trainers (TOT) model was 
introduced to the organization in 2001 under the direction of Food Rights' second executive 
director, Marion McAllister. The TOT would take the focus away from the growing site 
(individual community gardens) and turn the whole process into a virtual "school without walls," 
where a cadre of trainers would lead workshops in their own communities that educated the 
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entire NYC constituency interested in all aspects of urban agriculture. This program is discussed 
extensively in chapters 5 and 7. 
I extended my research at Food Rights to the end of 2010 to be able to follow the 
organization's launch of its Urban Agriculture Institute recognizing an important historical 
juncture for Food Rights. Was the move to develop a school after so many years of providing 
informal education a pioneering move or creating a more institutionalized structure that could 
lead it away from its grassroots programming (Lang, 2013)? Through a grant to promote urban 
agriculture from the US Department of Agriculture, Food Rights in January of 2011 was able to 
realize its dream to develop the first urban agriculture school on the east coast. The school was a 
spin-off from its urban agriculture programming. This curriculum was originally envisioned as a 
ramped-up version of its existing school-without-walls format that centered on two-hour 
workshops taught by community gardeners and others with agriculture-related skills who were 
graduates of the organization's unique TOT training model. After two full years of programming, 
however, it turns out that the Food Rights' Urban Agriculture Institute is not what it was first 
imagined to be. Unlike the Food Rights' Urban Agriculture programming, the Institute now 
embraces a more formalized structure to meet the expressed technical knowledge needs of its 
students.  Few of the original Food Rights urban agriculture community trainers have chosen to 
be faculty or students of the Urban Agriculture Institute. The original plan for the Urban 
Agriculture Institute was that it would support this community that Food Rights spent years 
developing and allow these trainers to develop further income as faculty. But Urban Agriculture 
Institute director Carrie Caldwell recently told me that as the school has always stayed close to 
its formal vision and values, there is a commitment to "making [those] happen."44 The original 
Urban Agriculture Institute values include placing social justice “at the core of Urban 
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Agriculture Institute and Urban Agriculture Institute Planning" and the centrality of "racial and 
cultural diversity and diversity of life experience of teachers and students."45    
For me, the addition of the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Institute is further proof of the 
impact of the Good Food Movement on this small third-sector organization. Will the interest in 
urban agriculture and the LFS continue in the wake of ongoing economic issues in America and 
NYC specifically? Will the organization continue to succeed as it grows amid a changing LFS 
landscape that is far more competitive than ever before, especially in securing funding with more 
organizations vying for this money? Will successful growth impact the strength of network 
bonds? These are questions that I have been unable to answer as they lie ahead in Food Rights' 
future.  
Food Rights began running its community food education program in 2000 by using the 
unpaid services of college interns, volunteers and short-term temporary staff.46 By 2003 Marion 
McAllister had already found partial funding for a part-time community food educator. The next 
year this position became a reality and by 2005 it made use of the organization's flagship TOT 
adult folk education training program to train eight volunteers who gave cooking demonstrations 
at CSA sites. "It's a critical component," McAllister wrote in the Annual Report that year, "as 
people are more likely to renew their CSA membership if they know what to do with their high 
quality, local produce once they receive it."47 In 2005 the program provided 50 cooking 
demonstrations at network CSAs. By 2006 the focus on cooking demonstrations went beyond 
CSAs to Food Rights Network farmers markets as well as other community sites throughout 
NYC in alignment with the folk education TOT model of providing peer-to-peer education 
throughout the Food Rights Network.  
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Also in 2006 community chefs were doing demonstrations at food pantries as part of the 
Food Rights Emergency Food Program. In 2010 this program also added a team of “veggie 
educators” to provide food-pantry clients with more direct awareness of specific vegetables. In 
2006, the Food Rights annual report shows the organizational awareness of the public health 
concerns that connect unhealthy food with chronic disease. While Food Rights was always 
interested in health, especially in regards to chemicals and food hazards associated with 
industrial farming, the shift toward the public health concern of chronic disease caused by poor 
diets would begin to foretell the increased focus on healthy food that would soon become 
prominent in many NYC sectors.48 
In keeping with Sophia Laggiano's strategy to diversify fully Food Rights' constituency, the 
Community Food Education Program reached everyone from clients at food pantries to New 
Yorkers with epicurean interests by the time I began my research in 2009. The cooking 
demonstrations aim to help average citizens learn what to do with the vegetables and fruits that 
have become unfamiliar not just as regional foods, but as raw food material that needs to be 
prepared from scratch. But when Community Food Education Program Coordinator Sandra 
Donovan came on the scene in 2007, cooking demonstrations were also seen as an opportunity to 
expand the Food Rights brand and to draw in wealthier New Yorkers. This business-minded 
approach accentuates the marketing mentality that Laggiano brought to the organization as well 
as Donovan's own background as a trained health coach and holistic expert. Donovan helped 
Food Rights' community food educational portfolio expand into workshops on everything from 
fermented foods to preparing one-dish meals with a slow cooker. She was able to attract famous 
chefs and cookbook authors who drew in the upscale crowd that Laggiano was looking for to 
diversify the Food Rights constituency and create a more sustainable donor base.  
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In 2006 Food Rights officially launched its emergency food program as a spin-off of its 
CSA program model. This program brings fresh local produce directly from farmers to 
emergency food sites through an institutional purchasing program with no "middle man" 
involved. This program uses what is called a "Hub and Spoke" model. The hub being a centrally 
located soup kitchen or food pantry where farmers drop off a weekly share of vegetables for 
several emergency food sites who pick the produce up and distribute it to their clients. Farmers 
bid on a contract for this program in the winter prior to a growing season; these bids or 
applications are judged based on the rates farmers would charge for a certain weight of food 
along with other factors such as their ability to grow the volume the contract required.  
Throughout the season each network farmer then provides a certain number of vegetable types 
throughout the 22-week season. For instance, in 2009 and 2010 when I was researching Food 
Rights, farmers provided a leafy green like kale or spinach, a root vegetable like carrots or 
turnips, and one other more seasonal vegetable type such as tomatoes or squash.   
In 2008 Gemma Engle became the Emergency Food Program Coordinator at Food Rights. I 
spent a lot of time shadowing this dynamic young woman who had spent several years farming 
in New England before joining Food Rights. She was hired largely because of her extensive 
agricultural experience and ability to serve as a bridge between farmers and the other members 
of this Food Rights network arm. She spent much of her time working with the seven network 
farmers coordinating the hub and spoke deliveries to 44 food pantries throughout the five 
boroughs that were part of the program in 2010. A big part of her job was spent facilitating this 
area of the Food Rights' network—which meant ensuring that all gears were well oiled. As the 
program was set up in typical Food Rights fashion—being a collaboration with a large NYC 
nonprofit working on hunger issues and the New York State Department of Health. In comparing 
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this program to the regular CSA program, it’s interesting to consider its moderate size as a 
primary programmatic success factor and characteristic of network strength. This program was 
still small enough to be able to maintain a strong network structure with everyone attending 
annual meetings, and Engle and her partners constantly visiting food pantries, talking to farmers, 
and facilitating all aspects of this structure. Additionally, by using a collaborative model, more 
like the organization's urban agriculture program, it had greater capacity than the solo-run CSA 
program, who had collaborations with so many different organizations in setting up CSAs that 
they were not able to retain the important intimate relationships that seem necessary for strong 
network links.  
I found the emergency food program one of the most exciting in Food Rights' portfolio. Food 
pantry clients were usually the least likely to get fresh, high-quality organic produce. Not only 
did food pantry clients love the fresh food, providing very high quality items reduced the 
negative stigma associated with "free food." As Poppendieck (1998) points out in her book, 
Sweet Charity? Emergency Food and the End of Entitlement, Americans' attitudes toward food 
depicted as charity have been imbued with notions of unworthiness—so that people who receive 
it are made to feel that they should be grateful for whatever it is, no matter how unhealthy. The 
Food Rights Emergency Food Program provides items that give people experiencing food 
insecurity the sense that they are valued and deserve healthy, high-quality food. I saw evidence 
of the value many food pantry clients placed on this fresh food on trips to Food Rights Network 
farms; these people were some of the most enthusiastic about these fieldtrips.  
Food policy issues were an area that she felt was keenly lacking in NYC discourse when she 
first began her sustainable food coalition in the early 1990s. But a specific program focused on 
policy was not institutionalized at Food Rights until 2007, when a grant from a private 
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foundation that funds parks and gardens as well as programming that strengthens the third-sector 
allowed the organization to hire a part time Policy Program Coordinator. By the time I began 
researching Food Rights in 2009, policy issues were at the forefront of organizational activity, as 
Food Rights spearheaded a two-year campaign to legalize bees in NYC (which successfully led 
to the passage of an amendment proposed by the NYC Board of Health that would lift the 
honeybee-keeping ban) as well as to bring awareness to the connections between climate change 
and the food system through their 2009 Food & Climate Change Summit which drew more than 
1,000 attendees and brought  together community gardeners, local farmers, educators, advocates, 
city government leaders and concerned citizens. This summit was also important as it allowed 
for collaboration with city government and a private NYC university.  
While policy issues could not be addressed before 2007 at a formal programmatic level, they 
were always discussed through e-newsletters, presentations at select sites, advocacy letters and 
the like. In the Food Rights' archive I found dozens of articles by Martin that focused on broad 
food-system issues. And McAllister continued this dedication to policy issues in the early 2000s. 
Some of the many issues addressed throughout the years were protecting urban land for 
community gardening use, educating New Yorkers about all aspects of local and global food 
systems, protecting regional farmland, bringing awareness to the farm bill and farm-worker 
rights, food-safety issues such as genetically modified organisms (GMOs), factory farming, 
federal farm subsidies, and democratic control of the food system. One of Food Rights policy 
summits in 2004 actually had a workshop session focused on the "art of civil dialogue"—further 
promoting their organizational commitment to civil society and engagement in the democratic 
process.   
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Laggiano and the part time Food Justice Program Coordinator, Lucy Rogers, pushed the 
policy agenda forward at Food Rights during my research period. Laggiano was very much 
involved in all aspects of policy work, driving the bee-legalization campaign and summit 
partnering efforts. Rogers, with an obvious passion for policy—which was a very different type 
of programming from all of the other hands-on advocacy and skills-based efforts that Food 
Rights took on. This area of focus had an important impact on LFS development. Rogers, who 
was always very tapped in to local politics and the NYC policy world, came from a background 
in global policy and advocacy. It was through work in Asia that she became aware of food-
sovereignty issues that—along with volunteering at a Food Rights Network CSA, a food systems 
class at a local university, working at a community garden, and getting involved in climate 
change issues at a previous job—eventually lead her position at Food Rights.49 The thrust of 
Food Rights policy programming has been to promote and advocate for the LFS; therefore, it’s 
an integral link in its network model, as policy issues are relevant across all programming topics 
from regional farms to food security and food sovereignty through urban agriculture. 
 
Staffing: Due to its limited funds for infrastructure, Food Rights has needed to rely on highly 
competent and productive staff, along with, since McAllister's tenure, a bevy of VISTA 
volunteers who brought longevity and consistency to their service through a one-year contract. 
While Sophia Laggiano told me that she felt the rapid growth at Food Rights in the late 2000s 
was limited by the organization's size,50 its staff had been gradually growing since 1995. At the 
time of my research, Food Rights' staff included 11 full- or part-time members, and seven 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
49 Interview transcript Lucy Rogers 5.29.09 
50 Interview transcript Sophia Laggiano 3.19.10 
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AmeriCorps51 volunteers who worked on site. While Laggiano and other staff members told me 
many times that they wanted the staff, including Americorps volunteers, to have more diversity 
in terms of ethnicity and background, it’s only recently that I have found more people of color 
making up the staff, I am not certain if this diversity goes deeper to bring in a range of socio-
economic backgrounds. This is significant as Lang (2013) highlight the significance of elites 
controlling grassroots movements as specifically tied to professionalism and disconnection from 
the movement constituency (p. 67). In a similar vein, Slocum (2006) considers the impact of 
people of color not being part of the LFS movement as a parallel to racism as "an organizing 
process in the food system" (p. 327). Currently, there are five staff "of color" out of a total of 10. 
This illustrates a significant effort on the organization's part to make staff more representative of 
its broader network constituency, at least in terms of ethnicity; there were only two people of 
color on staff during my research period. See Appendix A for a Food Rights Organizational 
Chart representing the period of my research 2009-2010. 
Networks: Martin envisioned her organization as one that was based on a coalition, or 
collaboration of disparate groups all brought together through shared goals to rebuild the food 
system.52 As founding Food Rights member Sally Cohen told me, when the coalition that would 
become Food Rights began meeting one of the greatest challenges was overcoming "turf wars." 
But Martin and the organizational leadership that preceded Food Rights' formal organizational 
structure somehow overcame these territorial tendencies to build a strong multi-sector 
collaborative network approach that formed the basis of the organization's structure and overall 
philosophy. By 2010 this network structure was made up of a complex array of multi-layered 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  
52 Interview transcript Kayla Martin 7.30.10 
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relational links extended through its two key services: adult folk educational programming and 
extensive network facilitation. 
As covered extensively in chapter 2 and illustrated in Appendix B, I have used Murdoch's 
Networks of Innovation and Learning (2000a) as a key analytical tool for more deeply 
understanding the Food Rights Network. NIL is based on the development and maintenance of 
substantial, long-term relationships with local partners, many of whom were part of the coalition 
that founded the organization. This broad network design reaches across a 150-mile radius of 
NYC and also deep into the city’s urban agricultural community. It crosses business, 
governmental, and private sectors of society. This networked model has allowed Food Rights to 
develop an alternative food system mobilized through two primary services: (1) What I refer to 
as adult "folk" education that focuses on both peer-to-peer learning techniques for urban 
agriculture and community food education constituents as well as alternative food distribution 
practices for regional farmers, and practical aspects of food production, distribution, preparation 
and preservation for urban dwellers, and (2) network facilitation and oversight to bring 
together disparate groups to promote an alternative food system or what is know as the LFS.  
Sophia Laggiano didn't see education as a foundational aspect of the Food Rights 
platform53 until a consulting organization that helps nonprofits with branding and messaging 
identified Food Rights as an "educational" NGO.  Laggiano agrees that "education [is such] a 
defining characteristic of the organization … and I think that really does define who we are."54 
This service—providing free folk education to its partners and constituents—is what grounded 
the organization in its mission to reach its constituents as well as partners and collaborators. 
Food Rights uses free workshops as the learning venue for every type of programming it offers. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
53 Interview transcript Sophia Laggiano 2.25.11 
54Interview transcript Sophia Laggiano 2.25.11 
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Its educational portfolio also includes presentations, workshops, conferences, print manuals on 
each of its programming efforts as well as those focused toward farmers, online modalities 
including a website, e-newsletters, and meet-up groups. Its signature Training of Trainers (TOT) 
model serves to train staff and partners in peer-to-peer dialogue that it believes is a more 
effective way to disseminate knowledge. By using this platform, power is transferred from 
academic experts to community members.  The TOT is the key method for disseminating Food 
Rights' organizational and network philosophy.  
A key issue in network development is the significance of the effort necessary to 
maintain a network and how this impacts network strength and longevity. Along with providing 
adult folk education services, network upkeep is the next area requiring extensive organizational 
resources as staff work to build strong collaborative relationships, provide technical assistance, 
and generally ensure the smooth operation of the network system. I contend that the capacity to 
build and maintain strong collaborative relationships has been the key to Food Rights' success in 
establishing its network. As I will show in chapters 5, 6 and 7, network strength depends on 
many factors including the health and depth of relationships with partners and constituents and 
other network entities. For instance, when the network becomes too large and this function is 
unable to be properly overseen, the network structure weakens and in some cases breaks down as 
is discussed more fully in chapter 6. 
Finding ways to "develop income streams" to build Food Rights' financial self-
sufficiency was something that Marion McAllister wanted to do as early as 2003. Since 
developing the LFS was not a popular endeavor until the Good Food Movement gained ground 
in the late 2000s, the idea that Food Rights might need to stand out in the LFS landscape never 
seemed important. The notion that the organization needed to preserve its brand was the result of 
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Laggiano and CSA Program Manager Kate Wallaby working with a pro bono team from a 
Harvard University to find ways that the organization could be improved. The recommendation 
was for Food Rights to develop a brand, which resulted in formalizing the Food Rights Network 
in late 2010 with a fee-based scheme. I remember being invited to a farmer summit in 
Westchester County in December of 2010 and realizing that Lagianno came to the branding 
scheme with some trepidation. She was concerned that people wouldn't want to pay the network 
membership fees after so many years of receiving benefits free. But she positioned this move as 
being critical to protecting and marketing the core values that embodied CSA and the 
organization as a whole—what sets the organization apart from its business- and third-sector 
competitors. These values, unlike many other CSA-like models that rapidly began proliferating 
during this time, were the same ones Martin used to build the coalition that would jump-start the 
organization in the early 1990s: Supporting local farmers, promoting sustainable and organic 
growers, and facilitating the partnerships between rural farms and urban consumers that Food 
Rights pioneered.55 To address these issues Food Rights developed a formal membership scheme 
based on a small sliding-scale fee for CSA Members and a small fee for other general members 
who wanted to support Food Rights’ programming broadly. In keeping with network theory, 
branding the Food Rights network was a critical move toward sustainability. All networks, in 
order to survive,  “must foil efforts by competing collectives to translate and enroll their 
constituent entities” (Goodman, 1999, p. 27).  
Summary 
 
  When I saw the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Institute Director Carrie Caldwell in 
early 2013, she told me that I had better hurry up and finish my dissertation before Food Rights 
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developed some completely new program or took on a new structure. I had to agree that change 
was a standard occurrence at Food Rights, especially with Laggiano at the helm. This 
organization has shown its capacity to act bigger than seems viable given its small staff and 
limited resources. But it has accomplished a great deal through leveraging a network model. This 
design has had both benefits and detriments for the organization, as Laggiano told me, "All 
capacity-building organizations…technical behind-the-scenes organizations, they all struggle to 
get back in the limelight"56 as they shift the acclaim toward their network and constituents. This 
may be part of the problem with Food Rights Network weaknesses as will be discussed in 
chapters 5, 6 and 7. As without a strong identity, or brand recognition, constituents are not often 
ready to maintain brand loyalty or even recognize the brand. 
The following chapters focus on illustrating how Food Rights uses its programming to 
educate both partners and constituents and to facilitate what I call its Network of Innovation and 
Learning (Murdoch, 2000a). My hope is that this ethnographic account may shed light on the 
organization's potentiality to rise to the challenges before it as well as to avoid the pitfalls 
inherent in third-sector growth, NGOization (Lang, 2013), and the competitive nature of the 
current LFS landscape. 
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Chapter 5: Educating Staff and Partners through "Folk" Education 
Bringing community organizers and others into the Food Rights Network: How the 
signature Food Rights' Training of Trainers learning platform aims to build civic 




 I attended Food Rights' "community chef" Training of Trainers (TOT) as a participant observer 
in April 2009, shortly after I began studying Food Rights. Hearing that the TOT was the 
foundational educational platform for both staff and organizational partners, I felt that while the 
organization did not identify itself as an educational organization at the time, education was 
important. As I probed and poked around in what was going on every day at Food Rights I began 
to see an educational theme running through everything they did. I made an effort to focus more 
on the way learning was discussed and provided at staff meetings, at workshops, and through the 
TOT. Graduates of this two-day57workshop would go on to teach NYC residents how to cook 
healthy food through demonstrations at farmers markets, food pantries, and other community 
venues including Food Rights Network Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) sites. In 
addition to the community chef workshops, other TOT trainings included those focused on urban 
agriculture and rearing chickens for eggs. Food Rights Network chefs and trainers would be paid 
between $80-$100 per workshop for their adult folk education services. 
 
Vignette 
While in the section below I will explain what the TOT training is and what it attempts to 
do, here I am going to describe the outcomes of the TOT as I experienced them in my 
observation of a Food Rights Network farmers market run by a graduate of the TOT. My tenure 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
57 While the standard training was designed for a two-day format during my research period, it has been offered in 
different time increments since, and is also offered as an expanded model for the Urban Agriculture Institute as 
described in chapter 7. 
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with this market extended over the course of a six-month growing season. In the summer of 2009 
I worked two to three Saturdays a month at this market associated with a community garden that 
was developed two decades ago by Rose Cullen, an African-American community leader and 
environmental activist. This market and garden were in a black neighborhood of one of NYC’s 
outer boroughs that I will call Magnolia Heights.58 I was working with Maxine York, a southern-
born community activist and leader who has spent the past three years developing a farmers 
market on what had been a vacant lot bordering the garden. Over the five months that I 
volunteered at the market, I grew to gain a better sense of the power of hope evidenced by the 
work York was doing against tremendous odds. 
Like the garden founded by Cullen, York wanted community members to have a space to 
socialize and connect with food in the market she developed. In the garden, members had their 
own small plots for growing collards, tomatoes, onions and other necessities, at one side was a 
barbeque area where mostly old men sat and talked late into the evening. It was clear that York 
was also very active in re-invigorating this garden and bringing notions of what Food Rights 
would identify as food justice—the right to have access to high quality affordable food, and to 
have a say in building the LFS—along with a more diverse group of community members to 
both garden and market through its programming.  
York, who has a background in business and marketing, uses the market and adjacent 
garden as what she calls “learning empowerment zones.” She is a community organizer who 
knows how to reach the people in her neighborhood, although she has experienced much 
adversity in keeping the market going in the face of vandalism, theft of expensive equipment, the 
trauma of a shooting and murder at an adjacent building. All of these challenges have been in 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
58 As the Rose Cullen Market and Maxine York are very well-known in NYC LFS circles, I have attempted to 
disguise the identity of this entity and individual along with many others as was requested by my informants.  
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addition to the physical and financial challenges of transforming a dirty, vacant lot filled with 
knotweed and garbage into a thriving, attractive place where fresh food from local farmers is 
sold, cooking demonstrations are provided, and all manner of community activities take place on 
subjects as diverse as soil remediation, raising chickens, women’s health, and issues related to 
sexuality and gender. 
This market, which York identifies as a “community revitalization project” in a “fresh 
food desert” is branded by the tagline “Growing fresh food and healthy people in Magnolia 
Heights.” It began in March of 2009, three months before I began volunteering there. Within that 
short time it already had the settled-in look that markets or gardens usually gain after several 
seasons. According to York, during the 2009 season, it distributed more than eight thousand 
pounds of fresh, local food into the Magnolia Heights community. And residents of this 
neighborhood attended dozens of healthy eating and food-justice workshops in the marketplace 
where they delved into food preparation methods, eating for health disparities, the seasonality of 
foods, understanding community health, and food justice.  
Considering all the participatory theory and techniques that York had experienced 
through the TOT and had drawn upon, I couldn’t help but notice a quote in the 2009 TOT 
Manual59 from an adult/community educator and theorist named Jane Vella, indicating that 
learning must be physical or action-oriented in some way to be effective (Vella 1995).60  I found 
the physical and interactive approach Vella described to be working “on the ground” at York’s 
market when I arrived very early one morning to find her setting up a bike-powered blender not 
far from the Tiki-hut-style smoothie bar where she or her crew (often including me) whipped up 
drinks made from fresh market produce. On this particular day, I spent hours filling the blender 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
59 While here I refer to the TOT and its materials as being part of the Food Rights Network, the materials are 
branded as a joint project of Livestock International and Food Rights as indicated in footnote 3 
60 As quoted in LIFR409, Page 44 (LIFR: Livestock International/Food Rights April 2009 Training Manual) 
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with various concoctions (apples, mint and apple juice were a York-inspired combination) then 
rushing to affix the blender to the back of the bike, as a line of kids waited anxiously to blend 
their drinks by peddling furiously. Many of the children who ranged in age from about seven to 
10 insisted that the concoction was still unblended long after the liquid had whirled into a milky 
froth. York clearly knew that didactic learning was not the way to draw in a crowd. The bike 
blender was. 
York worked diligently to keep her “learning moments” fresh and interesting. There was 
nothing staid and boring about what was going on at the Rose Cullen Market—it attracted people 
of all ages, ethnic backgrounds, and interests. One night I helped York drag a new generator out 
of the garden shed, fill it with gas, and start it up so that we could use it to power her new 
juicer—veggie juice blends were to accompany an evening of movie watching in the market 
garden area. York had even provided a hip musical playlist to accompany the juice-making and 
drinking. While that night the generator was not strong enough to support these three activities 
simultaneously, York continued to find creative ways to achieve her vision of participatory 
education that attracted her community within the confines of our outdoor setting. 
York's brainchild, the Rose Cullen Market, was a space for exploration, an adventurous, 
completely unique zone a few blocks from the homes of most of the people who came by, a 
place where things were new, fresh, and "artsy," and the fresh and cooked foods for sale were 
affordable61 and often represented healthy versions of culturally relevant fare. It also mattered, 
visitors told me, that the cooking demonstrations were taught by someone who looked like them, 
who knew who they were, and what it was like to live in Magnolia Heights.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
61A few dollars for a juice or smoothie, produce that could be purchased with the city’s subsidized “Health Bucks” 
(coupons dispensed by the NYC Department of Health that increase consumers' purchasing power for fresh produce) 
and full hot meals cooked by York herself with market produce for a few dollars. 
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Week after week I would see regulars return for recipes, to taste food from 
demonstrations or to buy vegetables from the farmers that the demos highlighted. The Tiki-hut 
juice bar was an attraction for adults and children alike. Often grandmothers would bring a brood 
of neighborhood kids to the juice bar, hoping to entice them to try something besides soda. By 
mid-September I wrote in my journal, “For the past few weeks we have been focusing on raw 
juice, so children… are having a new experience with a mix of carrot, beet, and apple juice. 
Sometimes it’s a hit, sometimes not. But it doesn't matter if they like the juice—they are trying 
something new and changing their ideas about how to be in the world and beginning to think 
about food."  
 
Findings and analysis 
So what is the TOT and how did it influence the work that Maxine York was doing at the 
Rose Cullen Market? First of all, it’s not an educational platform to teach people about cooking, 
agriculture or livestock. The people who attend this workshop are already experts in those areas 
for the most part, what it does teach is how to more effectively pass on the information they 
already have to their peers and neighbors through an approach that promotes an interactive sort 
of dialogue between TOT workshop facilitators and participants replicating what they will be 
doing in real life. Tom Velo, Food Rights' Livestock and Training Manager, who has been the 
fire behind the TOT model for several years, feels that what sets the TOT apart from most other 
educational programming in NYC is that instead of an expert from a university or a nonprofit 
organization teaching gardeners and farmers what to do, it’s the gardeners and farmers who are 
teaching each other. The removal of the "expert" from the equation is what he feels makes the 
TOT unique:  
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Not only does that change the face of who is an expert in the city, but also means that 
those workshops are more effective in some ways because if you're someone who has 
been gardening for decades on the same piece of land, dealing with city agencies, dealing 
with elected officials, dealing with recruiting New Yorkers to be part of your project, you 
know how to do that better than anyone who comes in as a staff member of a different 
organization from the outside.62 
 
  
Specifically, the TOT is a two-day workshop providing what Food Rights refers to as 
participatory and interactive learning techniques to engage others in a given topic such as 
showing people how to cook healthy food or raise chickens. The TOT model primarily supports 
three of Food Rights’ six programs: urban agriculture, community food education, and its 
emergency food project. The TOT, according to Velo, is "…the engine of our work with 
communities throughout New York City. It's our foundation, it's how we help people to take 
what they're doing and move even further. To me, it's one of the most important things that we 
do."63 Velo describes some specifics of this training platform:  
[We] practice all of these new training techniques to get out of the framework of this 
teacher-centered model where we lecture, where we do this rote learning and 
memorization of facts [and replace it with] …this very dynamic interactive kind of 
teaching where everyone's knowledge is important. You start with the experience of the 
individual who comes to your training and build from there.64 
 
Given this definition, York was using her own creativity and social experience mixed 
with some TOT techniques to meet people where they were at, and then take them to places they 
had probably never been before. While there a novelty to this market, I saw how people became 
comfortable, as they might not have felt at a setting that didn't have what I call "cultural 
relevancy" or aspects that reflected their identities as African-Americans. Week after week you 
could see the same high school kids selling food for most of the farmers; Yorks' same friends 
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63 Transcript of Food Rights TOT Video 2012 
64 Transcript of Food Rights TOT Video 2012 
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running the juice bar, serving up hot food, setting up and breaking down, playing music with 
York week after week all season long. There was a familiarity in the healthy versions of the 
collards, sweet potatoes, curried chicken, and other dishes that York made the night before and 
sold from heated aluminum trays on top of sterno burners. This familiarity kept growing as you 
looked deeper into what was going on at the market and its connection to the natural world and 
to social connections that were being created or reaffirmed there. People could hang out on a 
stoop, in a paved park, in front of the TV in their living room.  Or, they could spend the 
afternoon in a farmers market with a bike blender and tiki-hut juice bar—a setting that could 
rival the hippest green café in NYC. Once you started getting familiar with this creative space 
filled with lush flowers and plants; the bordering building and fences covered with funky murals; 
tables laden with vegetables, fruits, and honey—it was a place you wanted to spend a lot of time 
in, and York was counting on that. The TOT had given her some tools, and Food Rights offered 
technical assistance in starting a farmers market and raising chickens, but the rest was from 
York's world, the neighborhood where she lived and the place inside her head, which, for many 
people living in Magnolia Heights was a really beautiful version of what was customary and 
familiar to their everyday experience. 
So now that we know what community organizers can create, using the TOT in concert 
with Food Rights Network resources, the question remains, What exactly is the TOT? I described 
in chapter 4 how it began as a collaborative effort in the early 2000s between Food Rights and an 
organization I call International Livestock (LI). LI is a third-sector organization focused on 
providing microfinance loans to people in rural areas around the globe who want to use animal 
husbandry as a form of sustenance and economic enterprise. Participants in that program receive 
free livestock in exchange for teaching other grantees what they learned about animal husbandry. 
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This peer mentoring or sharing of knowledge is a key characteristic of the TOT. In keeping with 
the International Livestock model, the TOT employs something that I call "sharing the wealth"—
meaning that anyone who participates in this adult training effort must share the knowledge 
gained with their neighbors and peers in order to "repay" the free educational opportunity. LI's 
partnership with Food Rights therefore marked an important shift in LI programming as well. 
The model it created with Food Rights was groundbreaking by making knowledge production 
the commodity that program participants would share with their communities. 
And what is the TOT "wealth"?  One of the Food Rights Network community trainers I 
interviewed in 2010, Sean Britton, taught set design at Purdue University for 15 years. For him, 
even with years of teaching experience behind him, the TOT folk education model that promoted 
learning through facilitator-participant dialogue were eye-opening, "Food Rights taught me that I 
didn't know how to teach. I realized that [with traditional pedagogical methods] I was the only 
one in the room talking and that that was not the way [for people] to learn." Britton remembered 
when his daughter was five, she told him what a discussion was, "Two people taking turns 
talking and listening." That, he said, was what the TOT taught him teaching was about.  
Velo echoes this description, saying that the TOT creates a learning environment in 
which people are learning from each other as well as the workshop facilitator. "The TOT is run 
for community leaders," he says in a video that was made for Food Rights to explain the TOT, 
"who have a lot of skills and knowledge and want to pass that on to their communities and 
beyond…It teaches you how you can share your knowledge and skills in an interactive, hands-on, 
and effective way." This dialogue-based learning format follows the notion that "We're all 
experts in our own experience."65 The TOT matches Kayla Martin's collaborative approach to 
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building a multi-sector network structure by valuing everyone's position and vision and ensuring 
that everyone's voice is heard.  
 It’s important to understand that the TOT does not impart topic-specific knowledge. 
Rather, it provides trainers with what I call peer-to-peer dialogue-based techniques to 
disseminate knowledge and expertise that a trainer already has. As in the case of Maxine York, 
she already knew a lot about gardening, community organizing, leadership, and food aesthetics. 
The TOT helped her to mobilize this existing knowledge through the TOT methodology. It 
should be noted, however, that York is an ideal type of Food Rights partner. She was very open 
to Food Rights educational resources and technical assistance in order to mobilize her existing 
vision. The Rose Cullen Market is a space for innovative learning that had a greater chance of 
being successful as it grew out of an existing social site (Murdoch, 2000a), the Rose Cullen 
Garden. The teens who helped to set up the market and work in the stalls were learning all 
aspects of economic and community development—business, marketing, and social-interaction 
skills—types of "soft infrastructure" central to Networks of Innovation and Learning (Murdoch, 
2000a, p. 415). The learning experiences York manifested at the Rose Cullen Market offered the 
community ideas about new ways of being in the world, about transformation, about hope—and, 
ultimately, helped to build and develop an alternative food system through direct farmer-to-
consumer channels. York and her market efforts, which have grown to include chickens and an 
herb farm since I was a volunteer with her several years ago, represent exactly what Food Rights 
is aiming for the TOT to accomplish: Strong community organizers or grassroots leaders who 
gain innovative skills to improve their communities through educational programming and go on 
to expand and strengthen the LFS.  
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What is the TOT for non-ideal-type Food Rights partners?66 York is not alone as a powerful 
community organizer fully mobilizing the TOT peer-to-peer knowledge dissemination platform 
throughout Food Rights NYC network. I met many others like her who set the world on fire with 
their enthusiasm and passion for community building through some aspect of LFS advocacy. But 
as I found from attending the TOT training in 2009, not all TOT trainees are like York. Not all of 
them are what I perceive that Food Rights would see as an ideal-type community organizer who 
will run a market or start a farm or have the capacity to mobilize their neighborhoods and 
promote powerful community-building strategies. Most of them will be happy doing cooking 
demonstrations at a food pantry, or teaching others how to build raised beds or a compost system 
in a garden. And even gaining these skills and being able to earn some cash on the side is a big 
deal considering that some of my TOT classmates were battling great odds, such as experiences 
with homelessness, low levels of literacy, and poverty.  
For Britton, the university teacher cum Food Rights trainer mentioned above, the TOT is 
not just about gaining pedagogical theory and techniques. He teaches dozens of urban 
agriculture-related workshops through the Food Rights Network every year and also served as an 
Interim Co-Director for the Urban Agriculture Institute in 2010. But for him, like many trainers, 
while he enjoys using the participatory approach to teach adults, earning money is very 
important. The problem is, it’s not very much. In 2003, Food Rights helped local farmers gain 
approximately $990,00067 for providing New Yorkers with fresh produce through the CSA 
model, and by 2008, that figure had grown to $2.2 million.68 Yet, while comparing Food Rights 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
66	  I	  use	  the	  term	  "ideal-­‐type"	  to	  refer	  to	  the	  concept	  that,	  "An	  ideal	  type	  is	  formed	  by	  the	  one-­‐sided	  
accentuation	  of	  one	  or	  more	  points	  of	  view	  and	  by	  the	  synthesis	  of	  a	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  many	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  more	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  analytical	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  (Weber,	  1978). 
67 This is money paid to farmers directly by NYC consumers who are members of CSAs 
68 2003 and 2008 Food Rights Annual Reports 
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Network urban agriculture trainers to its regional farmers is not completely congruent, the fact is 
that the latter earned $3,000 in 2003 and between $49,000 and $62,000 in 2008.69 There is plenty 
of room for boosting the urban green- or food-collar economy in NYC, and Food Rights is 
positioned to offer this soft-infrastructure training through both the TOT and its portfolio of 
workshops focused on urban agriculture and healthy food preparation and preservation. The key 
difference is that for regional farmers, NYC food consumers are paying local farmers directly to 
get the quality local produce they want thereby increasing the viability of the LFS. While the 
green- and food-collar jobs done by Network trainers and chefs are funded solely through the 
Food Rights Network. It would benefit the organization to develop alternative solutions—
perhaps even those in partnership with the governmental or private sectors to boost this type of 
economic development without destabilizing its network or changing the demographic of its 
cadre of trainers. In 2010, 20 percent of the entire $1 million Food Rights revenue went to the 
urban agriculture program, much of it to its network trainers, market managers, and chefs who 
had been trained through the TOT. However, it should be noted that Food Rights has made 
important inroads in the development of a green- and food-collar workforce in NYC through its 
network. According to Marion McAllister, the TOT allowed Food Rights to build capacity while 
offering community trainers an important organizational affiliation. “If you’re an organization, 
you have status. If you’re an individual, [you have] no status,” she says.  From McAllister's 
perspective, Food Rights played a key role in honoring, helping to develop, and promoting the 
skills and expertise of community trainers. And through this grassroots training activity, Food 
Rights was able to spread the word about food justice.70 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
69 Figures are based on Food Rights educational programming reports and trainer fee rates 
70 Interview transcript Marion McAllister 12.14.09 
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The gap in urban economic development in the Food Rights programming is a key 
finding from my involvement with Food Rights, the TOT, and the programs that make use of this 
learning platform. Since Martin first envisioned Food Rights in the early 1990s, economic 
development for local rural farmers was a major objective. Food Rights assisted in this endeavor, 
thereby helping to build the LFS by providing them with a market for their produce in NYC. 
Additionally Food Rights saw the need to expand the LFS into urban realms by making it 
possible for more New Yorkers to have the skills and resources to grow their own food. But the 
notion of economic development for urban constituents through LFS-related employment has not 
been so robust.  
This imbalance between Food Rights' urban and rural economic development 
programming is partly the nature of the beast. Small, diversified rural farms already existed as 
viable businesses when Food Rights began; they just needed more customers and a different 
distribution system to survive. But the green- and food-collar jobs only sprang up in order to 
develop the LFS and urban constituents' awareness of local food. The idea that these types of 
jobs could exist and were viable wasn't even on the radar screen until the LFS gained ground, 
and then Food Rights began to add this economic development goal into much of its 
programmatic goals including those for the Urban Agriculture Institute. It should be noted that 
the force that has come to be known as the Good Food Movement seems to offer primarily 
economic benefit to urban constituents with the financial resources to participate in the LFS 
through epicurean and entrepreneurial ventures. 
However, the big question regarding urban economic development around green-and 
food-collar jobs is, Who pays? Can urban farmers gain enough production volume to gain the 
economic benefit that rural farmers have realized? Can agricultural trainers and community chefs 
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teach enough workshops to be full time or earn a substantial amount of money? What about Food 
Rights Network farmers market managers, is that a viable job for someone, or just enough to 
sustain a public works project? And how does the TOT model fit into this scenario? Is it through 
Urban Agriculture Institute Certification or eventual degrees that urban experts on agriculture 
and food preparation and preservation will be able to find economic equity for their services? All 
of these are questions that, while beyond the scope of this research, will need to be addressed to 
meet the needs of Food Rights Network urban partners and constituents. 
 
Civic engagement: When considering the purpose of the TOT, it’s important to remember Food 
Rights' primary goal: To propagate and cultivate the development of an alternative food system 
that provides justice and equity to both local food producers and consumers. The TOT serves as 
one of the primary vehicles to promote the civic engagement necessary to develop the LFS and 
has ultimately provided momentum for the Good Food Movement that sprung up in the late 
2000s. Tom Velo explains how the TOT has shaped participants' awareness of their role as 
citizens: "This type of education becomes more than education. It becomes modeling how we 
want society to be….We're not just teaching on how to keep chickens, we're actually practicing a 
type of democracy…."71  
In short, Food Rights sees the TOT as helping people to understand that their ideas, 
voices, and efforts matter and that they can use them in real life to expand an alternative food 
system that did not exist in the early 1990s when Kayla Martin began inviting sustainable food 
coalition members into her living room. Because of Food Rights' efforts to encourage civic 
engagement at a variety of levels in NYC, many New Yorkers are now participating in an 
alternative food system by raising chickens, keeping bees, growing food in community gardens 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
71 Transcript of Food Rights TOT video 2012 
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more productively for personal use, and producing larger volumes of food in a variety of 
agricultural venues for market distribution. Additionally, they are advocating for the LFS, and 
participating in a civic realm made up of the Food Rights Network and beyond. Hendrickson et 
al (2002) situate social movements around food as playing an important part in “relocating” food 
production and consumption away from industrialized agriculture toward “the sphere of personal 
relationships” (p. 348), which is exactly what the TOT is attempting to do through the 
organization's network model which is based on a series of relational contact points and rings of 
collaboration. 
The TOT plays an important part in allowing Food Rights to promote civic engagement 
that in turn supports the Good Food Movement and all the other unnamed social forces that 
impact the LFS. The notion of third-sector organizations engaging in social movements is 
covered extensively in chapter 2, but since the TOT is an important vehicle to promote civic 
engagement, this topic seems especially salient to discuss in this chapter too. In considering the 
sea change that has swept NYC with the Good Food Movement and LFS interest that has 
catapulted Food Rights toward intense growth and a move toward more institutionalized aspects 
of its programming (its formalized Network brand and a Urban Agriculture Institute with 
potential goals for accreditation) these are significant topics. Questions that would be important 
for Food Rights, its constituents, and partners to ask going forward would be what will its role be 
as an arbiter of the civic space in which its constituents advocate for the LFS as it continues to 
grow and participate in more institutionalized processes? What will be required in order to 
survive in an increasingly competitive and swiftly changing LFS landscape? How will its choices 
impact the type of civic engagement it promotes? All of these are questions that many third-
sector organizations face at some point in their development. And, while I believe these 
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questions are important ones, I am not suggesting that all growth and steps to institutionalize lead 
to negative outcomes or "selling out." Organizational actions are dependent on complex macro-
level factors as well as individual choices that organizations make based on their history, values, 
and leadership (Lang, 2013, p. 65). 
Networks and the TOT: Food Rights was founded on the notion that there is a need for 
disparate groups to collaborate in order to achieve their common goals, and that those goals 
focus on the wellbeing of the communities they serve. The networks that Food Rights has 
developed over the past 17 years are integral to its ability to grow and reach not only all of 
NYC’s boroughs, but to serve many different types of New Yorkers. These constituents include, 
on one end of the spectrum, those with the least access to quality food and who are generally 
absent from food systems advocacy and politics (Slocum, 2006), as well as those who have 
access to resources and support the LFS concept and want more direct access to what they deem 
as quality food (Murdoch, 2000a; Salais & Storpor, 1992; Murdoch & Miele, 1999; Murdoch et 
al, 2000b; Goodman, 2002a, 2004; Lockie & Kitto, 2002; Goodman & DuPuis, 2002b: Guthman, 
2002; Weatherell et al, 2003). Additionally, Food Rights has been unique in using its network 
approach to impact the LFS by supporting farmers within a 150-200 mile radius of NYC through 
their Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) and farm-to-food pantry programming.  
 Viewing alternative food distribution channels through a network framework has been a 
subject of much discussion in recent agro-food literature (Little et al, 2009; Mount, 2012; 
Lamine, 2005; DeLind, 1999, 2002, 2010; Murdoch, 2000a). Food Rights has used a network 
model as a means not only to create access to food, but to help New Yorkers use food in new and 
healthful ways through cooking demonstrations that are overseen, not by Food Rights staff, but 
by TOT graduates, and most importantly, to try to engage constituents in supporting the LFS. 
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Through this network structure and capacity-building, folk education platform Food Rights has 
been able to greatly expand the amount of knowledge it disseminates to its constituents. 
The latest network expansion has also allowed for an expansion of the TOT. In 2010 with 
the financial support of a US Department of Agriculture grant and the collaborative support of it 
urban agriculture programming partners, Food Rights launched NYC's first urban Urban 
Agriculture Institute. This learning venue makes use of some of the community trainers who are 
graduates of the TOT and provide workshops for its Urban Agriculture Program, but also 
employs much of the same training methodology from the TOT in an expanded form. The TOT 
now provides not only to students but also to Urban Agriculture Institute faculty. This training is 
a still used as the method to deploy Food Rights philosophy throughout its network more broadly. 
Additionally, through the Urban Agriculture Institute, the TOT provides two-hour classes held in 
six parts over several weeks rather than as two-day workshop. "It’s easier [for students] to absorb 
the concepts over a three-week period," says Urban Agriculture Institute Director Carrie 
Caldwell. "It's the first course Urban Agriculture Institute students take, and as teachers take it 
with [students] they [both] learn that the didactic approach is not our educational philosophy."72 
 
Summary 
The TOT is filled with all kinds of exercises and games that encourage participants to 
relax and share. One ice breaker that I remember vividly from the 2009 training that I took part 
in required participants to pick a button out of a jar, and based on whatever farm animal was 
depicted on their button they had to "find their kind" by acting like that animal. Dozens of adults 
were hopping around like bunnies to find other bunnies, chickens were pecking and scratching 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
72 Interview transcript Carrie Caldwell 3.14.13 
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and clucking, pigs were oinking and so forth. The silliness did break down barriers between our 
group; any participant who was feeling stiff or shy would not be able to maintain that posture for 
long while hopping like a bunny or mooing like a cow. Bringing humor and fun to education was 
a new concept for me as it was for many of my colleagues. 
The TOT is unique and clearly groundbreaking for many of Food Rights’ constituents 
and partners. It’s designed to allow for self-reflection through journaling, social interaction 
through small group work, and the chance for the voices of participants to be heard as facilitators 
encourage dialogue among the group and with themselves. But the way that Food Rights 
deployed this folk educational model in 2009 allowed room for improvement. I remember 
thinking that the facilitators for my workshop, Tom Velo and Sandra Donovan, the community 
food education program manager, were especially serious despite all the interactive exercises, 
reflexive journal writing, and role playing that was going on over the two days spent in the 
basement cooking lab of a NYC private university. I also felt that the manual filled with 50 pages 
of reading matter and diagrams, with rather academic references to adult education and critical 
pedagogy theorists were a poor match for many of the participants, especially as I learned that 
some of my cohorts were struggling with basic reading skills. It’s also unclear to me how this 
two-day workshop fully imparts true participatory workshop-facilitation skills, especially 
participants with extensive teaching backgrounds who are deeply entrenched in non-participatory 
approaches.  By the end of the workshop I found that many of my cohort still had problems with 
basic listening skills, and that their notion of teaching was still didactic.  
Both Velo and Caldwell told me that the TOT had been dramatically overhauled since I 
had participated in the TOT for community chefs in 2009. "The TOT is now more accessible and 
less academic and easier to grasp [than the old design], lots of people resisted the concepts [in 
	   99	  
that other format]," Caldwell told me.73 In comparing the 2009 and 2012 TOT manuals, there 
have been many changes that include a 10-page reduction of the newer version. For 2012 the 
order of many exercises have been changed to allow for a smoother flow, some easier-to-follow 
examples and illustrations as well as key concepts including something called the "spiral model" 
have been added. The latter shows participants how to start with the (1) "experience and 
knowledge of the participants"; (2) "look for patterns they can use for a collective picture"; (3) 
"add knowledge and theory linked to what people already know"; and (4) "apply what has been 
learned in the real world."74 But the TOT workshop design is still heavily based on reading and 
writing, which would make it difficult for some of the Food Rights constituents struggling with 
reading literacy. Even so, the new TOT design seems to have been improved, and based on the 
2012 TOT Video testimonials, it’s very much appreciated by many students.  
 The TOT seems to encourage civic engagement because it begins to instill in the minds 
of participants that by joining the Food Rights Network they are part of something bigger, 
something that connects them to other New Yorkers and their shared interest in the LFS. The 
TOT is an important tool for Food Rights as it not only teaches constituents how to have a better 
chance of disseminating information about the LFS but at a more macro level it empowers 
participants to participate in civil society and thereby improve their neighborhoods and lives 
through civic engagement and public works. 
The significance of the Food Rights Network to train and expand its constituency through 
the TOT was most evident in the final group exercise in which we all stood in a large circle 
tossing a ball of yarn between us. As each person caught the yarn they would hold a string of the 
yarn and share what their key learning was, then they would toss the ball across the circle to the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
73 Interview transcript Carrie Caldwell 3.14.13 
74 LIFR TOT Urban Agriculture Institute TOT December 2012, p. 15 
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next person. As more and more people caught the yarn and held a piece of it, a huge web began 
to form that replicated the interwoven layers of interaction that make up the Food Rights 
Network. It was also interesting how aware many participants who said that they felt they were 
part of a network, they spoke of being aware of a newfound chance to connect and "feel part of a 
community" of "making deep friendships" and of feeling they were not going to be alone, as a 
chef now that they "had a network of people to rely on."75 In the next few chapters, I will further 
explore how Food Rights educates its constituents and extends its multi-sector network structure. 
In considering the impact of the TOT and the decentralized structure of the Food Rights 
Network on NYC neighborhoods, throughout my time working at the Rose Cullen Market, I kept 
asking myself if the vibrancy and participation would have existed there if it had been developed 
and run by Food Rights staff instead of a community member who deeply understood the 
topography of her own space and understood through her own lived experience the needs of 
those who lived nearby? First of all, Food Rights would have to employ a huge staff to be able to 
provide this sort of individualized support to each of its 17 markets and the dozens of NYC 
community gardens and farms that it partners with. I also don't believe those staff could achieve 
the effect or impact of a localized community member. Another important point regarding the 
impact of the TOT is that it provides benefits to communities that extend beyond the explicit 
LFS goals that Food Rights promotes. This is an important point, as Marion McAllister told me 
when she was Executive Director, and searching for financing, funders had to be educated about 
the importance of the types of programming Food Rights provided as they were used to funding 
projects that had explicit economic development goals.76 Funders had a hard time being able to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
75 Field notes April 25, 2009 
76 Interview notes Marion McAllister 12.14.09 
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see that promoting the LFS had a direct impact on broader community improvement and 
development. 
An example of how Food Rights programming extends beyond the scope of the LFS, 
Food Rights partner, Maxine York, was able to bring her own skills as a community organizer 
and corporate executive to help her community address the serious health and quality of life 
issues that impacted them daily because of their lack of access to healthy food. As many of my 
interviewees had told me during our interviews, Food Rights was all about community 
development, something that in the past had only been recognized in association with job 
development and placement. The Food Rights programming helped NYC communities see that 
improving their neighborhoods was tied but not limited to economics.  
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Chapter 6: Educating Constituents, Exploring Network Weaknesses 
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA): How an alternative food distribution system 
that reaches at least 40,000 New Yorkers features some of Food Rights' strongest and 
weakest contact points of connection 
 
Vignette 
DeLind (1999) writes a poignant article entitled, “Close encounters with a CSA: The 
reflections of a bruised and somewhat wiser anthropologist.” This article very much parallels my 
experiences in working as a volunteer "core member"77 of a Food Rights' CSA78 for two years 
even though my engagement was not as personal, nor as difficult as DeLind’s. From December 
of 2009 until November of 2011 I was involved in starting and running what I will call Beet 
Greens CSA. As I had attended every Food Rights CSA workshop at least once, I felt I was 
prepared to mobilize the knowledge I received and share it with the other people on our CSA 
core group.  Despite providing as much information as I could on Food Rights to my compatriots 
at Beet Greens, they never seemed very interested in the organization or what it provided to us. 
Many of the core group and founding partners felt strongly that they were doing something new 
that had never been done before. Most of the general members were not really interested in who 
was organizing the CSA or what the LFS was. They just wanted fresh, quality produce at a good 
price. Food Rights in the personage of Kate Wallaby, the Food Rights CSA Program Manager, 
put a lot of effort into Beet Greens: She came to several meetings with the people wanting to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
77 Core member is the name given to the three to four volunteers who coordinate the functioning of a Food Rights 
NYC CSA. These members handle finances, food distribution, logistics with members and farmers, educational 
events and farm trips. They function as the marketing and administration arm of a local farm's urban CSA. 
78 CSA is a distribution model based on consumers purchasing a share of vegetables (and sometimes other items 
like fruit, meat, dairy, and grain) from a farmer at the beginning of the season and then receiving enough food to 
feed a family of about four each week for about 22 weeks (the approximate length of the Northeastern US growing 
season). This up-front payment allows the farmer to purchase seeds, fertilizer, get repairs to machinery and pay for 
other costs without taking out large interest-bearing loans. This design also engages consumers in some of the risk 
inherent in agricultural endeavors and brings them as close to the food system as they can get—with no one else in 
between them and the producer (Groh & McFadden, 1997). 
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start the CSA, provided one-on-one technical assistance, facilitated our collaboration with a Food 
Rights Network farmer—a Mexican-American man and his family—who she felt would be a 
good match for the large Spanish-speaking sector of the neighborhood where the Beet Greens 
CSA site was located. She gave us Food Rights print materials documenting all aspects of the 
Food Rights CSA workshops on all aspects of starting and running a CSA including a binder 
filled with tips about how to prepare and store the hundreds of different vegetables commonly 
grown in the Northeast that we could expect to receive from our farmer. Wallaby also came to 
our first food distribution at the beginning of the growing season. She helped us coordinate with 
a fruit farmer to offer members a share of fruit in our second season and then deal with many 
problems we had with him along the way. Core members were urged to go to Food Rights free 
CSA monthly workshops and provided free TOT training for a CSA member who wanted to 
become our CSA community chef in order to provide cooking demonstrations to our members.  
When Food Rights developed its formal network with membership fees in late 2010, 
none of the core group members of Beet Greens other than myself wanted to pay more than the 
minimum sliding-scale fee (about $1.50 per share) and they would have been happy to pay 
nothing. After some discussion, they agreed to $2.50 per share to go to Food Rights, but they 
saw little, if any, value in what Food Rights had done for the CSA or couldn’t see why they 
should be paying a membership fee. It was clear our group had no allegiance to Food Rights or 
to its network.   
 This experience with Beet Greens highlighted for me several important things about Food 
Rights Network CSA Program. Namely, as I will show throughout this chapter, there was a lot of 
"unevenness" throughout this program, in its network strength as well as in division of labor 
among staff, partners, and constituents. I qualify this statement by saying, from first-hand 
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experience, that each CSA is unique because of core group leadership, visions and missions of 
the founding members, and, of course, the general membership. I can only base my knowledge 
of this issue on my engagement with Beet Greens, what I heard from other Core Group Members 
at Food Rights CSA workshops and conferences, and information I obtained from Food Rights 
about the strength of their formal Network.  
Unevenness in levels of civic engagement: DeLind (1999) in her article about CSAs, defines 
this distribution model as being a place of minimal civic engagement around the food system. I 
would have to disagree with her on this point. Throughout my research at Food Rights I saw a 
small group of CSA members being extremely engaged in the civic realm—going beyond 
volunteerism to provide public works in order to allow this small but substantial alternative food 
system to function. However, the unevenness I mentioned earlier, stems from the program design 
in which the three or four CSA members who volunteer to run each Food Rights Network CSA 
put in substantial effort, while other general members are only required to work for a few hours 
for the entire season to ensure that the CSA has help on the days it distributes food.  
Background: This chapter seeks to consider how Food Rights educates its constituents in order 
to promote the alternative food system known as the Food Rights CSA Program—one of the 
largest and fastest-growing of its programming efforts and largest in the nation79—and in doing 
so consider the strengths and weaknesses inherent in this area of its network. During my research 
CSAs were popping up all over NYC, and the technical assistance provided to these CSAs had 
been honed to a keen science—I noted that this growth as well as other factors were contributing 
to weakened areas in this network structure that may well affect the Food Rights Network more 
broadly going forward. In order to understand more deeply why areas of the Food Rights' CSA 
Network are weak and others are strong, I will describe its network structure, educational 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
79 Interview transcript Kate Wallaby 5.21.10. 
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curriculum, relational aspects of its network, as well as brand loyalty among partners and 
constituents. 
CSA network structure: The Food Rights Network CSA Program has a broad network 
structure that reaches from rural areas within a 150-mile radius of NYC where network farmers 
produce the vegetables that are distributed to urban consumers in all five boroughs of NYC. This 
network model is based on rural production sites that funnel product to urban distribution sites. 
These distribution sites serve as marketing and distribution arms of the rural farm businesses. 
Rather than being run by the farms, however, these sites are run on a voluntary basis by two or 
three very dedicated CSA "core group" members who engage in public works by donating up to 
30 hours per week to ensure that CSA members receive their shares of vegetables each week. 
They handle every aspect of this business venture except for production, and the transport of 
vegetables from farms to NYC. The urban core group member responsibilities include finding a 
location for CSA distribution (which could be a place of worship, community center, or even a 
community garden); recruiting CSA members (which could range from about 40 shares to 
upwards of 200—each share representing between one and four people in any configuration of 
neighbors, family, or couples who divvy up the food they receive on their own based upon what 
they can use, with each share being about enough to feed four people for one week depending on 
vegetable consumption); handling all financial accounts and transferring monies collected to 
farmers; overseeing weekly food distribution to members; coordinating general member work 
shifts that allow the food distributions to be "peopled" so that everyone receives his or her food 
in a timely and orderly fashion; they also oversee community- building activities and educational 
endeavors at the CSA including cooking demonstrations and farm trips; they attend Food Rights 
monthly workshops regularly to be able to glean the knowledge to provide the most efficient 
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CSA service possible. While growing and transporting organic and sustainably grown food is no 
minor feat for small, diversified farmers, having volunteers taking care of the marketing and 
business end of their urban CSAs is a tremendous boon for these network partners. The original 
design of the CSA model in the US, and of the modified version of this model that Food Rights 
created,80 is to have urban consumers become more engaged with the local food system, and 
specifically form relational ties to farmers in an effort to bring an awareness of quality food and 
the production process to consumers. This model is part of a broader effort to create an 
alternative or local food system (LFS). 
CSA educational portfolio: As with all Food Rights programming, the CSA network area is 
maintained through a diverse educational portfolio serving all ends of the network from rural 
producers to urban consumers. This method of building and maintaining the network through 
education aims to inform both producers and consumers about how to distribute food through an 
incredibly direct supply chain from farm to consumer for at least six months of each year.81  
 
Urban consumers: Food Rights provides a sophisticated educational portfolio for urban 
constituents based on a highly skills-based curriculum. As CSA was the first program that 
Food Rights provided to its constituents in 1996, it does not employ the TOT folk education 
training platform that is discussed extensively in chapter 5. Therefore, the philosophies that 
undergird the TOT such as the organization's commitment to social justice, promoting the LFS 
through civic engagement, dialogic approaches to information dissemination are not explicitly 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
80 Original CSA farms not only required consumers to pay for shares up front and therefore take on some of the 
economic risks of farming, and to even have some greater financial investment in the farm, but also to work at the 
farm, providing labor and also a greater chance of relational bonds that would strengthen the connections between 
producer and consumer and therefore the Local Food System (LFS). Food Rights modified this model by not 
requiring urban consumers to work on farms, although some do, especially during annual farm trips. 
81 Some local farms provide winter shares so that direct producer to consumer distribution is maintained nearly year 
round. 
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promulgated to CSA core members who participate in Food Rights Network workshops. These 
core values, which served as the foundation of its formal brand, are therefore not part of its 
educational endeavors for urban constituents and partners.  
As a skills-based educational platform, the CSA Network curriculum provides 
meticulously scheduled monthly workshops aimed to provide just the right information 
constituents will need to successfully start and run a CSA in their neighborhood. Over the past 
17 years these workshops have been carefully honed by Wallaby and her predecessors to quickly 
and effectively disseminate complex information to meet the needs of urban constituents. For 
instance, a new series of workshops provide technical details on making the CSA payment 
design more appropriate for lower-income members including details on how to make the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) or government-subsidized Food Stamp 
Program82 available to CSA members;83 how to add additional products besides vegetables to the 
CSA (such as fruit, meat or dairy products), and software programs that assist core group 
members in CSA bookkeeping and member work-shift oversight. Workshops are supplemented 
by one-on-one assistance from the CSA Program Manager, Kate Wallaby and have the 
opportunity to send a CSA member to a Training of Trainers (TOT) workshop for CSA chefs for 
a nominal fee84 in order for them to provide cooking demonstrations for their fellow CSA 
members using the TOT peer-to-peer learning model. CSA core members also receive print 
materials that document various aspects of CSA development and maintenance—basically 
paralleling the information from the workshops although Wallaby feels that these manuals need 
to be updated. They also receive a binder with tips for how to store and prepare hundreds of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
82 Retrieved from http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap. 23 March 2013.  
83 This is a particularly innovative aspect of the CSA Network as Food Rights negotiated with the USDA who 
oversees the SNAP program to allow CSA to be a valid site that they recognize for Food Stamp usage. 
84 In 2010 when Beet Greens CSA sent a CSA member to participate in this TOT training, it was $100.  
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vegetables that they are likely to receive from local farmers. All CSA members are encouraged 
to attend Food Rights popular annual conference that for the past few years has been combined 
with other Food Rights conferences so that a broad range of LFS issues are covered in one venue.  
While the Food Rights CSA training platform makes use of community members to build 
capacity for the CSA network, unlike Food Rights' Urban Agriculture Program, it does not train 
constituents to dispense CSA-related information and thereby extend the network through that 
process. As a matter of fact, once community members are trained to start their own CSAs, 
except for technical assistance provided by Kate Wallaby, these CSAs have very little 
association or chance for relationship building with Food Rights unless core group members are 
particularly fastidious about maintaining those alliances and continue to attend workshops even 
if they don't need the information, or participate in the CSA Advisory Board. Some members 
also make use of an online meet-up group developed in 2010, but this venue is not as active as 
the urban agriculture and urban hen meet up groups which engage in ongoing information and 
resource sharing.  
Food Rights Network CSAs are, in effect, independent entities that exist as part of a 
loosely defined network system. This is in keeping with the Food Rights philosophy based on the 
notion that the organization is a facilitator of programming, which should be initiated and 
overseen by community members in order to ensure that it’s fully meeting the needs of any given 
neighborhood. The notion being, that all is needed to grow the CSA Network is skills-based 
learning and technical assistance with very little focus on promoting network values even though 
those are the basis of the network brand. 
Rural partners: Wallaby and a Natasha Neri, the Farmer Outreach Coordinator who worked at 
Food Rights between 2009 and 2011, attended to the other end of its network while I was 
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researching the organization: farmers. Overall, this rural end of the Food Rights Network is very 
strong. The strength of this end of the network is based on two key factors, one being that there 
are only 28 farmers—a much more manageable number for Neri and Wallaby to form strong 
relationships with than the hundreds of urban constituents who run CSAs and the thousands who 
are general members in them.  
CSA farmers are individually ferried85 through the entire CSA Network process from a 
careful screening through the application process in order to ensure that the farm has the 
production capacity and business and organizational skills to participate successfully in the urban 
CSA process. Once part of the Food Rights Network, farmers participate in ongoing 
communication with Wallaby and Neri, host site visits attended by Food Rights staff and 
advisory board members, and are provided with print materials that document the CSA 
distribution process in NYC so that they have access to detailed procedural information at all 
times. Some farmers participate in a farmer advisory board that addresses various issues and 
challenges of the CSA network pertaining to farmers. Members of this board also provide 
important technical perspectives when reviewing new applicants and are committed to ensuring 
that the Food Rights CSA network is strong on the farmer end.   
Also unique about this end of the Food Rights Network is that farmers are strong 
supporters of the Food Rights brand. Farmers who grow food organically or sustainably are 
already advocates of the LFS philosophy; they are a part of an alternative food system by the 
way they produce food—without chemicals or other industrial methods. They are also motivated 
to promote and support the Food Rights brand as it’s a key mechanism for them to distribute 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
85 This process is a very high level of individualized technical assistance that is meant to parallel the care and 
attention given to CSA core group members, but as there are so few farmers in comparison, it’s a very customized 
process especially as during my research there was a Farmer Outreach Coordinator focused on this work.  
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their produce. The Food Rights Network CSA Program offers important infrastructure within the 
NYC setting that would be difficult for them to develop and oversee on their own. 
 The network offers substantial economic incentives to farmers as well. These producers 
have an economic interest in supporting Food Rights as their incomes and level of security have 
exponentially improved through the CSA model—by 2011 at least 35,000 New Yorkers were 
obtaining fresh local food through the Food Rights CSA distribution system, as each CSA share 
is worth about $250 for each family of four, Food Rights Network farmers were making around 
$2 million in total from a system that is much more predictable than standard distribution at 
wholesale venues or even farmers markets.  
There is one area of weakness in this end of the network that is no doubt an issue on the 
urban constituent side as well. This is an issue that Sophia Laggiano pointed out to me in 2011. 
As Food Rights builds network relationships through one-on-one interaction between staff and 
either farmers or CSA core group members, when a staff member leaves the Food Rights 
Network is deeply impacted. Laggiano discussed how each member of her team is "sort of an 
encyclopedia." It concerns her when staff leave the organization and whatever program they 
were working on "sort of fall[s] apart and [has] to be re-invented."86 Her specific example of this 
network weakness was of Natasha Neri, their Farmer Outreach Coordinator mentioned above 
who had developed very strong relationships with farmers—further reinforcing this end of the 
CSA network. But the year she left Food Rights to farm, "She just walks out the door with this 
library of information and huge…list of relationships. And relationships are something that you 
can't inherit, you have to form."87 Here, Actor Network Theory (ANT) is a useful tool in 
considering how the Food Rights Network functions as it: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
86 Interview transcript Sophia Laggiano 2.25.11 
87 Interview transcript Sophia Laggiano 2.25.11 
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tends to see networks as sets of power relations but here power lies not within the macro 
actors themselves but in the links that bind the actors and entities together (Latour, 2005). 
 
Food Rights Network linkages exist in every contact points, every contact point in this relational 
structure. Each of these contact points impacts the network as a whole and lends either to it 
strength or to its weakness. 
Findings  
While the Food Rights' CSA program is considered one of its most successful efforts as it has 
grown mightily over the past several years to include more than 100 network CSAs—the largest 
network of CSAs in the US88—I found this Food Rights Network area to be the most complex 
and problematic from an organizational sustainability perspective. Key findings to consider: 
1. Skills-based rather than values-focused educational platform: While the CSA educational 
portfolio is designed to provide rapid and efficient skills-based learning to constituents, it is 
lacking in a platform or vehicle to disseminate the basis of its network advantages: its 
philosophy or core values. This may be the reason why many CSA constituents do not have 
brand loyalty or even recognize the brand at all. If New Yorkers see all CSAs as being the 
same (note that at one time, Food Rights was the only game in town, so there weren't any 
other CSAs or CSA-like food distribution models in NYC, therefore Food Rights had no 
need to brand its products and services. The organization stood apart by offering this model 
to New Yorkers), or don't even know or care that their CSA is part of the Food Rights 
Network (which I found to be the case at the Beet Greens CSA), then the network looses its 
value and reason for being. It’s vitally important for Food Rights Network brand to be valued 
and appreciated in order to maintain viability. Notable network facts (such as its historical 
significance as the pioneers of the CSA distribution system in NYC or its ongoing 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
88 Interview transcript Kate Wallaby 5.21.10. 
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commitment to small diversified local farmers who grow organically or sustainably) must be 
of value to its constituency, otherwise there has to be something else that makes members 
want to join a CSA.  
 
2. Relational network design limits scalability: Until Food Rights is able to support a 
substantial staff that can maintain the brand and foundational philosophy or identifies a 
capacity-building platform that allows its relational network to increase, network size will 
impact network strength and health. By 2010, when I finished my research, Wallaby and 
Neri were working with 28 farmers from the NYC Foodshed. However, that same year 
Wallaby and her Vista Volunteer, Neena Bhatt, were helping more than 30,000 New 
Yorkers receive fresh produce through this alternative distribution system, and working 
directly with about 300-400 core group members at its 100 CSAs located throughout the 
city.89 Given the size of this network, and the size of the staff, it makes sense that 
Wallaby and Bhatt could not possibly have the capacity to make the urban end of the 
network as strong as Neri was able to achieve on the farmer end. 
My argument is that while Food Rights is aiming for expansion and growth, 
which is also the broader goal for LFS supporters generally, as this type of food system is 
based on relational linkages, which, as Laggiano herself concedes, are based on 
painstakingly nurtured one-on-one relationships between staff and network partners or 
constituents, every element of this network impacts every other element. Therefore the 
probability of the network's relational linkages with Wallaby and her team remaining 
strong as one-on-one contact decreases, is small. My research shows that network 
linkages weaken and brand loyalty decrease (or are never developed) without the one-on-
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
89 Food Rights Annual Report 2010 
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one relationships that Food Rights is famous for in its interaction with regional farmers 
and with urban agriculture constituents. 
 
3. Low level of network visibility: In 2011 Laggiano, shared with me her perspective on the 
pros and cons of the Food Rights horizontal structure that starts with a highly 
autonomous staff and extends deep into communities through the Food Rights Network 
with partners and constituents. But Laggiano recognizes that the downside of that flat, 
broad organizational structure is that the cameras and articles are focused on partners and 
constituents, because the Executive Director is purposefully taking a backseat role in 
order to grow the network. "I think that's a challenge for this organization because if you 
have a higher profile, if you have this charismatic leader—dollars follow, cameras follow, 
articles follow… And Food Rights tends to just miss the spotlight often because we are 
so focused on the people we are working with that the stories tend to go [elsewhere]."90  
4. Uneven levels of civic engagement required: The Food Rights Network CSA Program is 
one area of its network where a core group of citizens are required to engage at the public 
works level (some investing up to 30 hours per week) to run a successful CSA. This is a 
level of commitment that far exceeds what is expected of standard third-sector 
volunteerism and is a stark contrast to the low level of engagement for general CSA 
membership. There is a stark unevenness in this network design, and as most of the 
members have very low levels of civic engagement, they also have less loyalty to the 
brand and to the LFS more broadly. This is in keeping with what DeLind (1999) found to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
90 Interview transcript Sophia Laggiano 3.19.10 
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be a trend whereby CSAs attracted constituents as general members who see themselves 
as consumers versus citizens engaged in bettering their society. 
Analysis 
Given these findings, which seem to point toward some sort of values-building educational 
model as a possible solution for a low level of brand loyalty and interest in civic engagement to 
promote the LFS at some Food Rights Network CSAs, the question is what would this type of 
educational instrument look like?  
In considering how to build the urban consumer constituency of CSA in NYC, I have often 
wondered if it would help to employ a more civic model such as the TOT that is used to mobilize 
LFS advocacy, network expansion, and organizational branding and loyalty within the urban 
agriculture realm. However, as Wallaby has told me, she considers CSA to be a very different 
animal than urban agriculture—each CSA distribution site being effectively a small business run 
by a very dedicated and highly skilled group of three to four urban volunteers serving around 80 
to several hundred members. Because these core members give so much to the CSA already, 
Wallaby feels that she would not be able to ask any more of them.91 
I predict that without a formal method to disseminate Food Rights' values and philosophy to 
its urban CSA constituency, this network area will continue to weaken as there are many CSAs, 
such as Beet Greens, who already have a very low brand identification and loyalty.92 It will be 
important for the organization to find a way to strengthen the links in this area of its network in 
order to support the branding model. The TOT may not be the appropriate model for CSA values 
promotion going forward, but some sort of educational technique that requires network CSAs to 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
91 Interview transcript Kate Wallaby 1.13.12 
92 The terms "low brand identification" and "brand loyalty" are used in the business sense, in that Food Rights 
constituents don't recognize their CSA as being associated with Food Rights or even know of its presence in some 
cases, nor do they feel loyalty or a commitment to it and its values. 
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do more than passively agree to network values by paying fees would be greatly advantageous to 
strengthening the Food Rights Network.  
It’s interesting that there is such a separation in educational modalities and functions between 
Food Rights' CSA and Urban Agriculture programming. As Food Rights is an educational 
organization, it offers a broad portfolio of programming with a variety of platforms, vehicles, 
and learning styles that are being used to promote the LFS. Some of these platforms and 
educational techniques might work well across programming if they were tailored to meet 
specific needs. It’s interesting to me, as we shall see in chapter 7 that the Urban Agriculture 
Programming is in need of more skills-based education, while CSA needs more of the values-
building training that the Urban Agriculture Program already provides. Yet, each program 
requires educational programming tailored to its specific objectives. 
For instance, CSA core member constituents might benefit from a TOT-like training for CSA 
that would have a "share the wealth" component whereby the core group would share Food 
Rights Network values with the broader CSA membership in a variety of ways throughout the 
season, so that the Food Rights values, and therefore brand, would be woven into the fabric of 
each network CSA, similar to the way it’s woven into Urban Agriculture workshops taught by 
network trainers. 
Food Right's branding concerns are reminiscent of an urban food cooperative I joined in 
NYC in the mid-1990s when it had a few thousand members. At that time the cooperative was 
based on strong cooperative values and maintained its commitment to quality food in terms of 
not selling products that contained genetically modified organisms (GMOs), or other ingredients 
that were perceived as unhealthy by members such as hormones or pesticides. In the early 2000s, 
this cooperative began to grow. With this growth came a different sort of member who was 
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mostly interested in obtaining inexpensive, high-quality food. While not only uninterested in 
being part of a cooperatively structured social justice organization, some members weren't even 
that concerned with specific aspects of quality foods such as GMOs or unhealthy additives. 
Many of these new members had epicurean tastes, and wanted to get quality food at prices they 
couldn't find at specialty markets or health food stores. This cooperative is now one of the largest 
in the US, with more than 15,000 members and is considered an international model.93 This 
cooperative's leaders achieved this "successful" growth by embracing the new diversity of their 
constituent base, maintaining certain core values around food quality, while adding in more 
"gourmet" products and not expecting all members to engage in the cooperative/civic-minded 
orientation that had characterized the organization at its founding.  
But is something like this possible—or even desirable—for Food Rights? And how does a 
network attain the same brand identity and loyalty that a non-network site can attain? As each 
Food Rights CSA becomes, in effect, an independent entity with only minimal contact with Food 
Rights once it’s established there is an even greater concern with imbuing each CSA with 
network values and core beliefs if they are to have some semblance of a network brand.  
It will be interesting to see if some of the CSA-like platforms that have sprung up in NYC 
will have staying power, and remain competitive in the long run. It seems that what appeals to 
many New Yorkers is some sort of hybrid of the CSA model that has less focus on civic 
engagement around LFS advocacy, and less engagement with CSA process and producer as the 
CSA-like entity handles all distribution and farmer interaction. The appeal is farm-fresh food at a 
reasonable rate, however, often this food is not organic or sustainably grown and it’s not really 
clear what the entity running this model's relationship with the farmer is and where the food is 
actually coming from. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
93 Retrieved from http://foodcoop.com/go.php?id=32. 17 March 2013. 
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LFS growth and scalability 
 When considering CSA Program growth and scalability, there are two areas to consider: 
Food Rights Network capacity and the popular notion that the LFS must "scale up" to meet the 
needs of a growing LFS market. For some time now there has been tremendous pressure for the 
LFS to expand to allow more people to participate in the LFS. Food Rights has felt pressure to 
grow as well, especially given the natural inclination to meet consumer demand. However, 
Sophia Laggiano expressed concern at a recent Food Rights Conference that if its constituency 
were to double in size the important relational aspects of the Food Rights Network alternative 
food system would be lost.94 How do these two seemingly conflicting goals—wanting to grow 
by meeting the needs of constituents, and maintaining the relational network model, that is the 
basis of LFS activity—mesh?  
Growing the Food Rights CSA Network: Perhaps one way to understand the issues 
surrounding Food Rights CSA Network growth is through the eyes of Food Rights CSA Program 
Manager Kate Wallaby. She joined Food Rights in 200595 to run its CSA program after years of 
working as a social worker in NYC. Tired of feeling that she was spinning her wheels and not 
really making any serious change in the world, she entered a certificate program at Columbia 
University focused on conservation. A few years later she was at Food Rights doing what she 
describes as her dream job, dealing with a happy subject: Food. Interestingly enough, despite the 
happy subject, it still intersected with some of the issues she dealt with in her old job—
homelessness, poverty, illness—but, she felt, she had a greater chance of success in helping 
people get the high quality local food they want within the third-sector than she did working 
more closely within the bureaucracy of the social service realm.96 
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95 Food Rights Annual Report 2005 
96 Interview transcript Kate Wallaby 10.2.09 
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Like many other Food Rights staff, Wallaby is a runner and competes in marathons. The 
drive and discipline she brings to running shows up in her work. She has pretty much single-
handedly built the CSA program from 37 CSAs when she began working with Food Rights in 
200597 to 100 sites five years later. However, Wallaby feels that the CSA program has reached 
saturation. Some of this she attributes to lack of consumer interest in local produce and the CSA 
"pay up front" design. As Wallaby, told me, many New Yorkers can’t see the benefits in buying 
food from local sources. She thinks the demand for CSA as a distribution model in NYC has hit 
a plateau: 
We made this really concerted effort to get the word out to farmers that there was this 
[CSA] market. And for the past three years we’ve had more interest…and the word got 
around…and NYC has the most CSAs in the country…So outside the city, inside the city 
there’s this perception that there’s this huge market, which there was two years ago. I 
think right now the pendulum has swung the other way. We have all these farms that are 
interested and yet we’ve kind of taken all the [city] folks that are really easily [interested 
in joining a CSA]…I think getting it to the next level, the work is starting to do 
outreach…and education again to get past foodies, get past the people who read The 
Omnivore’s Dilemma98 and get it from that specific cohort to the general public.99 
 
For example, the CSA model is still perceived by many people that I encountered during 
my fieldwork as intended for middle class, highly educated folk who have the money to pay up 
front for a season’s share of food, who have the leisure time to coordinate a CSA or do the 
required work-shift, and who feel an affinity with the rural world and the plight of farmers. 
Wallaby agrees with this as well even after seven years of work on this project: 
I feel like, in terms of food access and food justice issues, CSA is really a much easier fit 
for being beneficial to the farm. It’s a great system to keep farms in business. And to 
support small-scale farming. In the community end, I think it has a place, but again I 
don’t think it’s going to be the solution. 
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98 Popular book by Michael Pollan often credited with inspiring people to eat more local produce and recognize the 
problems with the industrialized food system. 
99 Interview transcript Kate Wallaby 5.21.10 
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Interestingly, while NYC consumers may have reached the CSA saturation point, as 
Wallaby noted, Food Rights Network farmers are very keen on moving this model forward and 
scaling up. One farmer and 2010 Food Rights CSA Conference panelist, Tim Hutton, who farms 
several hours north of NYC asked the audience how, if the CSA model was to become a 
movement, could they reach people who were not yet aware of the model and thereby broaden 
and strengthen the LFS?100  
Food Rights has spent nearly two decades working to increase the viability of NYC’s 
LFS by promoting the distribution of food from regional and urban farms, providing popular 
education platforms such as conferences to raise awareness of this issue, and help New Yorkers 
gain hands-on skills to develop their own CSAs, markets, urban farms and community gardens. 
They also help people to make use of that food through healthy food preparation and 
preservation techniques. But despite this effort to make the LFS more robust through CSAs, 
Hutton’s question highlights how Food Rights Network farmers are also experiencing another 
type of dislocation as they gear up for a bigger urban consumer base, without having the 
consumer demand to match that ambition.  
Growing the LFS: The desire on the part of Food Rights Network farmers to increase their 
consumer base is an interesting issue as most literature on the future of the LFS is focused on 
scalability and the fact that small-scale farmers will not be able to meet this challenge. Mount 
(2011) indicates that "scaling up" is the next step to "Effect broader systemic impacts, local food 
systems (LFS) will have to grow, and engage either more or larger consumers and producers" (p. 
107). This notion of expanding the LFS through greater production and consumption may be a 
moot point if the plateau of interest in CSA that Wallaby has observed in NYC is real. If, 
however, the consumer demand increases, Food Rights would need to determine what the urban 
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end of its CSA network would look like, especially in order to maintain its core values and brand. 
Interestingly, food systems researchers agree:  
 
A sustainable food system is one in which farmers, consumers, processors, and other 
participants have relationships, either through direct contact and/or through networks 
emphasizing responsibility, communication, and care for each other and the land…a 
relationally oriented system would focus on 'more direct face-to-face contact between 
producers and consumers,' risk-sharing, 'tamed consumerism,' and the establishment of 
mutual support networks (Kloppenburg et al, 2000 p. 184).  
 
In order to scale up the system, first it needs the consumer base to support it, and then it 
needs a way to retain relationality. Mount (2012) provides many barriers to a scaled-up LFS, but 
largely from a farmer perspective. He considers, for instance, issues such as the lack of food 
processing infrastructure for small-scale local farmers. He also discusses whether the LFS will 
continue to use only the direct-to-consumer model that eliminates "middle men" such as 
distributors and retailers. When discussing scalability, most LFS researchers have a hard time 
envisioning any system that does not in some way parallel the existing industrial agriculture 
model by making use of regional contact points for processing, distribution and retail that 
currently, small-scale farmers do not have access to. On the other side of this coin, while small-
scale farmers do more sales directly with consumers, mid-scale producers sometimes have no 
idea how to interact directly with consumers (Mount, 2012, p. 109).  If Food Rights were to 
expand its network or educational services to mid-size farmers, it would have a significant 
market in serving a rural constituency who have no idea how to refocus their business on local 
food initiatives and are deterred by the potential impact of investing or re-focusing their time, 
effort and money (Mount, 2012). However, many LFS experts acknowledge that the bigger 
question is whether scalability is even possible within the LFS given that collaborative one-on-
one relationships are perceived as inherent in this structure. So, take away those relationships, 
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and the added value, along with the price premium associated with local food, and the value of 
local food may disappear (Mount, 2012; Ostrom & Jussaume, 2007, Feagan, 2008; Brown & 
Miller, 2008). 
Combining LFS issues with the CSA network: If there were a growing consumer base for 
local farmers to serve, how could the Food Rights' CSA design change to accommodate that? 
Currently, apart from farmers serving at an advisory level and hosting trips for Food Rights as 
well as CSA members to visit the farms every year, they typically do not provide much support 
to the urban end of the network.101 Another type of structure might be necessary going forward 
would a hybrid of the existing CSA platform, one that retains the core values and need to keep 
consumers relationally close to producers.  Perhaps there is a need for a model that is very 
different from what worked in rural communities when CSA began in the late 1980s or even 
between 1995 and 2005, when Food Rights was hosting no more than 37 CSAs within its 
network. It would, however, be important for small diversified farmers and LFS proponents such 
as Food Rights to be proactively engaged in the development of this model, rather than reacting 
to competition from the profit-based CSA-like entities that are prevalent in NYC now. If an 
evolution of the CSA model may now be necessary, Food Rights is well positioned to develop 
strong farmer networks, complete with educational and relational aspects of "soft infrastructure" 
services that deliver skills and knowledge (Murdoch, 2000a) to a broader constituency than it has 
in the past. This might be an important area of growth for the organization going forward, and a 
way to support the LFS if it’s to become more mainstream. 
Whatever steps the organization may take to address issues associated with its growing 
pains, and issues tied to scalability, it’s clear from my research that something has to change with 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
101 A few of the larger Food Rights Network CSAs provide their own recordkeeping and member infrastructure, as 
well as pay CSA Coordinators for their efforts, but this is not the norm. 
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this network model if it’s going to remain viable at its current size and especially if it’s going to 
expand further. 
Summary  
It’s important to understand that the Food Rights Network CSA Program offers numerous 
important benefits to the LFS: (1) It supports Food Rights multi-sector platform in that it engages 
yet another set of constituents who might not engage with the network in urban farming, food 
security, or around policy issues; (2) its significance to the Good Food Movement cannot be 
minimized as many citizens come to this movement through exposure to CSA; (3) CSA has 
literally created a sub-economy of viable rural farmers both within the NYC Foodshed who not 
only use the CSA model for urban distribution sites, but also run CSAs independently from their 
rural farm as well as from smaller urban locations within their range. This is significant, as many 
small, diversified farms were unable to stay in business a few years ago (Conkin, 2009); (4) The 
fact that for the large percentage of New Yorkers joining a CSA is much more accessible than 
participating in urban agriculture—more people are willing to join a CSA to get fresh local 
produce than to grow their own; (5) The CSA movement over the past 20 years has truly 
revolutionized the alternative food system in the NYC area and allowed it to coexist, and even 
begin to thrive as a sub-economy, alongside the powerful corporate food system. 
Through Food Rights educational venues such as CSA conferences, the organization has 
also played a key role in creating a unique opportunity for direct communication between food 
consumers and the producers of their food—a rare thing in a world of industrial agriculture and a 
massive global food distribution systems where the origins and production details of food are 
rarely known or even considered (Hendrickson & Heffernan, 2002). 
When Sophia Laggiano, the current Food Rights Executive Director, introduced the Food 
Rights Network Brand (as discussed in chapter 4) to its CSAs and general constituents in 2010, 
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the aim was to differentiate the organization from its competitors, most of which were not 
committed to the same LFS values and mission. This formal network brand was also intended to 
procure some remuneration for all of the urban and rural-based technical support and extensive 
organic/sustainable farmer network to support the organization at financial levels. The question 
is, how can these varied goals for strong relational structure, expansion, financial support, and 
brand identity/loyalty all coexist and allow the network to succeed? It appears that growth and 
expansion without adequate resources is the primary oppositional factor in this equation, as it’s 
difficult to maintain relational linkages, brand identification and loyalty without the staff or 
outreach necessary to compensate for that growth. Determining what the tipping point would be 
in terms of network size, would be critical in this regard. How many network relationships can 
any one staff member oversee before network linkages weaken and brand identification and 
loyalty break down?  
 Food Rights is well positioned to be a leader in the evolution of the LFS, and particularly 
the CSA-inspired alternative food distribution model in NYC, and perhaps nationally. While 
there are many areas that need adjusting in the largest CSA network in the US as it struggles with 
weaknesses in its network structure. However, based on my intensive participation in the 
organization, I believe that its strong background in community educational support provides a 
powerful grounding to allow it to lead the LFS into a broader and fuller iteration. 
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Chapter 7: Educating Constituents with Old and New Learning Models 
The ups and downs of educating citizens about urban agriculture: Mobilizing the Training 




  Some of my most vivid memories of my research at Food Rights come from observing 
and participating in the organization's Urban Hens Advisory Committee in the spring of 2009. 
This research allowed me to travel to many different parts of the city and see the inner workings 
of Food Rights' multi-sector network model. This program sought to build partnerships with 
citizens who were interested in a collaborative relationship with Food Rights and other urban 
gardeners and farmers. The following narrative shows that developing and maintaining these 
relationships, and the Food Rights Network more broadly, is not always an easy undertaking. 
While raising backyard chickens for eggs has become de rigeur across suburbia in the 
past few years, it was largely the work of Food Rights that made raising chickens in NYC a 
popular part of the city's growing awareness and interest in urban food and farm knowledge. I 
will discuss the history of the Urban Hens Project more fully later in this chapter, but in order to 
understand the story I am about to tell, it’s important to understand that this project was funded 
by an organization I call Livestock International (LI). LI allowed Food Rights to support two to 
three new community or school chicken projects each year. The Urban Hens Project provided 
training, materials, and chickens to each site approved through an application process that 
included a site visit by the Urban Hen Advisory Committee and a written application. This 
process aimed to ensure that the chickens would be well cared for over the long term. Basic 
requirements for this program were a commitment on the part of the garden group wanting the 
chickens, the support of the broader community that was associated with the garden or school, 
and a willingness on the part of the chicken caretakers to teach others about chickens.  
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Vignette 
  In early May of 2009 I accompanied the Food Rights Urban Hens Advisory Committee 
on a tour of three potential new sites. This committee was made up of a representative from 
Livestock International, Carrie Caldwell who was then the Food Rights' Urban Agriculture 
Program Manager as well as Tom Velo, Food Rights' Training and Livestock Coordinator. Mr. 
Samuels, a longtime Food Rights partner and urban farmer from Queens, was also an important 
member of the group. He was an African-American of uncertain age, an elder respected by Food 
Rights staff and partners because of his farming and agriculture knowledge as well as dedication 
to the urban agriculture movement. He had served on the Food Rights Board of Directors since 
2008, but his farm had been part of the Food Rights network since 2003102. 
I started my day of observing prospective Urban Hens Project sites by taking the subway 
at the crack of dawn to the first location in the Bronx—a site I call Stadium Rock Garden. It was 
located in an area largely populated by Spanish-speaking residents not far from another 
community garden that already had chickens. I passed a lot of bodegas and small residential 
buildings along the street as I walked up the hill toward the quirky community garden on top of a 
rocky promontory beside a school. The site was unique in that it already had about 22 chickens, 
but they needed a better coop than the odd stadium-type stairs that the birds were then living 
under. Julio Rodriguez, a stocky, middle-aged man, was the main chicken tender, who spoke to 
us in Spanish through his friend and fellow chicken keeper, Nydia Sanchez. Rodriguez had also 
raised chickens in his home country of Puerto Rico—and we later learned worked at a chicken 
factory there.  
The site visit involved Rodriguez giving us a tour of the small space including the 
existing shelter for his chickens as well as other animals living in the garden including rabbits. 
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The Committee members told him about the Urban Hens Project review process and what the 
next steps would be if his application was accepted. Velo and Caldwell reviewed the support and 
education that his garden would get, as well as the need for him to "share the wealth" of 
knowledge that he would gain through Food Rights regarding about best practices for raising 
chickens with other New York chicken-keepers. I remember all of us standing atop the rocks, 
with our hands jammed into our pockets to ward of the cold and damp of the early May morning. 
The chickens were happily scratching and running around our feet as we looked out over the city 
from our elevated vantage point on the rocky promontory.103  
It turned out that Food Rights' Urban Hens Advisory Committee decided to support the 
Stadium Rock Garden that year along with two other projects in Queens and Brooklyn. About a 
month after we had visited Stadium Rock Garden, Tom Velo invited Rodriguez, Sanchez, and 
the chicken keepers from the other funded projects to an Urban Hens Project training workshop 
at an urban farm in Queens run by Mr. Samuels, one of the Urban Hens Advisory Committee 
members who had been on the site tour with us in May.   
It was a very hands-on workshop; we were sitting five feet away from the farm’s chicken 
coop in a little grape-covered arbor near a cherry tree. This chicken coop had been built when the 
Urban Hens Project funded it in 2007, and the farm founders, Mr Samuels and his son David 
were now considered old pros with chickens.  
Eight of us, including Rodriguez and Sanchez, Velo, myself, the Food Rights Executive 
Director, Sophia Laggiano, and her guest, Shawna Rey, a media personality interested in Food 
Rights' work, sat in a circle of chairs with Mr. Samuels, our host. Samuels had been running the 
half-acre urban farm we were visiting for 17 years. Our group also included a woman from a 
NYC community gardening agency who was the official Spanish-translator for Rodriguez.  
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This workshop was meant to pass on skills and best practices to the chicken keepers selected 
to be part of the Food Rights Urban Hens Projects for that year. It turned out that the Queens and 
Brooklyn partners weren't able to come, however. Velo began the workshop by telling us about 
the Urban Hens Project mission—not surprisingly, given the Food Rights multi-sector network 
model, it was meant to build a network of people in NYC who raised chickens and wanted to 
"…help each other…" learn about all aspects of raising chickens in the healthiest environment 
possible.104  
Velo painted a bright future for NYC chickens through the Urban Hens Project. He said that 
the most important goal was to promote the happiness and well being of the birds. The way Food 
Rights aimed to reach this goal was through the Training of Trainers (TOT), what I call its adult 
folk education model, followed by "workshops and gatherings" that would offer resources not 
only from Food Rights and its partners and trainers but from other people raising chickens in 
keeping with its "farmer/gardener as expert" educational philosophy. Velo reviewed the steps 
that were ahead for Rodriguez and Sanchez: The supplies for building their coop would be 
ordered soon, and they would arrange for volunteers to show up to construct the structure. Velo 
urged Rodriguez and Sanchez to use the Urban Hens online Meetup Group to ask questions and 
learn more about best practices for raising chickens. Finally, Velo reminded them that being part 
of the Food Rights Urban Hens Project would allow them to host workshops or gatherings at 
their garden similar to what Mr. Samuels was doing for our meeting. They also would be invited 
to Food Rights events around the city, especially evaluations about how the program was going. 
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He also reminded them about the Food Rights rules—no roosters, ducks, or eating the 
chickens.105 
At that point, Mr Samuels began “sharing the wealth" with our group; he told us what he 
had learned about raising chickens over the past two years. He gave us his perspective on what a 
chicken needed to be healthy, including "love, shelter, food (greens, bugs, slugs three times a 
day), clean, fresh water, straw, security from ‘possums and ‘coons, space, nesting areas, and 
perches.’ " He then told us what a chicken caretaker needed to provide to the chickens: "Time to 
care for the chickens, knowledge of their habits, resources, bedding, food, vitamins, tools to 
build the coop." Mr. Samuels also discussed the costs involved in raising chickens and urged 
Rodriguez and Sanchez to use pre-mixed chicken feed as the nutrients that the hens needed was 
already proportioned correctly. This feeding information began to create a sore spot, however, as 
Rodriguez had his own ideas about chicken lore including mixing his own feed—he insisted that 
corn made the best eggs. While Mr. Samuels argued that the best eggs come from healthy 
chickens and that they need a very balanced diet—one that only corn would not provide. 
Samuels contended that corn wasn’t necessary in summer but was more a winter food to “fatten 
them up” and help them stay warm. This argument was never resolved during the course of our 
workshop, but it was clear that Rodriguez did not agree with some of the Food Rights "best 
practices" to raise chickens. 
Things began to look up again, however, when Mr. Samuels began discussing the 
commercial benefits of raising chickens. Rodriguez's countenance seemed much brighter when 
he heard Mr. Samuels say he sold his eggs through a Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
105 These rules are based on NYC ordinances that do not allow roosters as their constant crowing is considered a 
“nuisance factor” in urban areas, ducks are not allowed due to potential diseases they carry in certain environments, 
and chickens cannot be eaten as animals cannot be slaughtered in NYC without strict oversight (Food Rights Urban 
Hens Guide) 
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site at his farm for $4 a carton. He also made money from the chicken manure, selling it to 
community members who used it as fertilizer in their gardens. Rodriguez seemed much happier 
by this time and said that he wanted to sell both of these products.  
The workshop ended with Mr. Samuels saying how much he liked to work with other 
chicken people. For instance, if anyone needed eggs that he couldn’t provide, he would ask 
Rodriguez to be the supplier. Rodriguez had just become a member of the Food Rights Network 
and was already beginning to experience some of the benefits—the question was, Did he 
understand the intended reciprocity of the Food Rights Network relationship? And would he 
follow the best practices that Mr. Samuels had provided? This all remained to be seen. 
While perusing the 10 hens that Velo and Mr. Samuels called “girls” moving around their 
“run” next to the coop, I thought back to my visit to Rodriguez's garden and the stadium-like 
dwelling providing those chickens with shelter. I knew that the Urban Hens Advisory Committee 
had chosen to fund Rodriguez’s project in the hope that it would help improve conditions for the 
birds he was already caring for. Although from my perspective it was a unique case of 
supporting an existing project with someone who did not seem that interested in following Food 
Rights' best practices and, I thought that this was an interesting example of an educational 
organization, promoting certain values that some constituents were not interested in taking on. 
Some constituents wanted the benefits of Food Rights funding and network to build nice new 
chicken coops, or composting systems, but were not as keen on some of the other values that 
Food Rights hoped would be transferred.  
Food Rights urban agriculture programming through an historical lens  
In order to understand fully and analyze Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program, of 
which the Urban Hens Project described above is a part, I will provide a short history of what is 
the second programming focus to be added to Food Rights portfolio. 
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Urban agriculture as collaboration: The Food Rights Urban Agriculture program has gone 
through two very significant changes in program design since it began 16 years ago.  These 
changes are reflected in the program's educational format and network design that have 
dramatically impacted Food Rights as an organization. It has also produced a spin-off of this 
programming—its innovative urban Urban Agriculture Institute discussed below.  The Urban 
Agriculture Program initially formed under founding Executive Director, Kayla Martin's 
direction in 1997, was designed as a collaborative venture between Food Rights and four other 
nonprofit organizations representing the community gardening, anti-hunger, and sustainable 
agriculture fields. As discussed in chapter 4, the grant that funded this initial project had 
historical significance in connecting Food Rights with the work of the Community Food Security 
Coalition (CFSC) as they began their work in the mid- 1990s to push forward progressive 
legislation promoting food security as a human right that was best mobilized through community 
action (as opposed to the traditional focus on emergency food) (Morales, 2011; Gottlieb & Joshi, 
2010). While their legislative efforts were not successful, some government agencies adopted the 
CFS values, and "in an effort to reduce food insecurity and boost the self-sufficiency of low-
income communities" the US Department of Agriculture funded the Community Food Projects 
Competitive Grant Program (CFPCGP). According to Morales (2011), Community Food 
Projects (CFPs) are "designed to increase food security in communities by bringing the whole 
food system together to assess strengths, establish linkages, and create systems that improve the 
self-reliance of community members over their food needs" (p. 153). Food Rights' collaborative 
version of its urban agriculture programming got its start through the CFP. 
In this version of the program there was only one trainer which obviously limited 
program capacity. This trainer was an agricultural expert with the Extension Service of a local 
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land-grant college106 and a Food Rights founder and partner, Ed Larimar. He had been providing 
the sole technical assistance and support for everything that Food Rights did in the urban 
agriculture realm since the inception of the organization in the early 1990s.107  
 The pilot program for this stage of the program worked with four gardens that produced 
and donated food to nearby pantries. Two of these gardens also marketed some of their produce. 
According to an article by Martin in 1999, the two gardens selling their produce made $1,200 in 
revenues and "Combined the gardens involved 31 growers and 57 volunteers, reached over 750 
food program clients and sold to over 200 shoppers at local farmers markets."108 A year later this 
collaborative program was working with eight community gardens and supporting more than 20 
other groups with "hands-on technical assistance in organic growing techniques; capacity 
building and volunteer management; food harvesting, storage and preparation; nutrition 
education; building community partnerships for garden preservation; and developing marketing 
skills."109 This sounds a lot like what’s happening with the Food Rights' Urban Agriculture 
Program today or even what the existing Urban Agriculture Institute, but the methods for 
mobilization dramatically changed with the introduction of the organization's new educational 
platform focused on participatory or what I call "folk" education. 
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The TOT model brings the program under Food Rights "roof": As discussed in chapter 5, 
the Training of Trainers (TOT) adult folk educational platform is an adaptation of a microfinance 
model deployed by an organization I call Livestock International (LI), a global non-
governmental organization that focuses on promoting agricultural projects by providing livestock 
to people who would not be able to afford it without economic assistance. LI uses a unique 
training method whereby participants in the lending program are required to "share the wealth" 
with other participants by showing them how to care for animals and become viable 
entrepreneurs or at least able to sustain their families with whatever product the animals produce 
for Food Rights the shared "commodity" is knowledge production. It’s important to highlight 
that the TOT does not provide technical skills in agriculture or in other LFS topics, rather it’s 
intended to help the Food Rights trainers with existing expertise in these areas disseminate 
information to their peers more effectively. 
It was 2001 when Food Rights’ second Executive Director, Marion McAllister, and Food 
Rights partners who had been part of the urban agriculture collaboration to this point developed 
the TOT in partnership with Livestock International. McAllister views this juncture as the point 
at which Food Rights engineered a complete redesign of this program,110 which in some ways it 
was. But while the new design added in the capacity-building and network-enhancing attributes 
of the TOT, it also built on the collaborative multi-sector network that Martin and the other four 
partners had put in place four years before. It also retained much of the content of the 
programmatic work in terms of helping New Yorkers learn fundamental agricultural skills. 
"What we were trying to do," McAllister told me, "was get more people trained in food growing 
all around the city through community gardens."111 Each partner was providing different 
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expertise and types of support, but, as McAllister says, "Food Rights was spearheading the whole 
thing, bringing people together."112 Because of this, it made sense to bring the program under the 
Food Rights "roof," so to speak. Philosophically, it also switched the educational format from 
one in which an outside expert provided knowledge, to one in which local community gardeners 
and farmers who, while not often formally trained in agricultural practices, were the experts and 
teachers. Their key significance was that they knew more about the civic aspects of maintaining 
gardens in terms of land access and folding existing coalitions into the Food Rights network. 
They were also deeply connected to the quality-of-life issues that existed in their neighborhoods 
related to the food system that an outside expert would probably not notice given their focus on 
promoting science-based agricultural techniques. 
This shift in Food Rights urban agriculture programming is important regarding the 
Networks of Innovation and Learning (NIL) presented by Murdoch (2000a) as discussed 
extensively in chapter 2 that provide a theoretical basis for explaining the significance of Food 
Rights' soft infrastructure (skills and knowledge) services that until 2001 had been provided to 
New Yorkers by the governmental sector. According to Ed Larimar, the Food Rights Urban 
Agriculture Program was more than just a random third-sector organization helping people learn 
about farming, it was gradually taking over the role of the NYC Extension Service that had been 
defunded.113  
Larimar, who single-handedly served as the agricultural expert for all of NYC, has 
worked with Food Rights from its early coalition days. He was in his mid-50s when the TOT 
model format was introduced. "I remember I was sitting in that room," Larimar told me, 
describing the discussion of the future of the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program as he 
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remembered it back in 2001. "And I told everyone, 'Someday you're not going to have a person 
like me…we've got to get other people to do the workshops.'"114 The TOT, with its cadre of 
community trainers, was the answer to either his prayer or his prophecy. "That was the idea of 
the TOT," he said, "to give people skills so they can teach these certain things. So Food Rights is 
taking over the role that I would be doing, or Extension would be doing."115  
In the role of network facilitator, which has been the organization's forte since its 
inception, it made sense for Food Rights to be the programmatic home for the Urban Agriculture 
Program—similar to the way the Urban Agriculture Institute lives under the Food Rights "roof" 
today even though it was developed through a collaborative network model by the organization 
and its partners.  
Larimar noted that Food Rights network trainers were generally experts on one subject: 
They knew about compost, or how to build a chicken coop, but no one actually functioned the 
way an agricultural extension agent would who was formally trained with a broad understanding 
of agricultural practices. This poses concerns for Larimar as he questions the quality of the 
technical expertise of some of the trainers, not as much in something like carpentry or installing 
water systems in gardens, but more in terms of teaching about the science of agriculture. Larimar 
feels this is a big gap in the skills of the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program Community 
Trainers and in urban agriculture in NYC in general.116 
Interestingly, as discussed in the next section, the graduates of the Food Rights Urban 
Agriculture Institute may actually fill the more comprehensive role that an extension agent 
would, since their depth and breadth of technical knowledge will be much more substantial than 
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most Food Rights community trainers.117  The key to all this is the challenge of marrying both 
the network capacity building and neighborhood civic knowledge of community gardeners with 
the evidence-based technical knowledge required to grow food productively at a level that allows 
for viable commercial agricultural ventures. As we shall see, this is a current challenge of the 
Food Rights Urban Agriculture Institute. 
By 2010, the Urban Agriculture Program was costing Food Rights $166,531 to support 
its network of 17 independent farmers markets and 78 workshops run by 18 network trainers. My 
experience of this program was of a vibrant network-based vehicle for community engagement 
in LFS advocacy and general community building. It seemed that the constituents' and partners' 
background in community gardening provided a strong connection to the civic realm as 
historically NYC community gardeners have had to fight for land and the right to garden and 
know how to advocate, build coalitions, and navigate governmental or system bureaucracy 
(Hynes, 1996, Lin, 2010, Lawson, 2005). There is no doubt that, as noted in chapter 2, the 
community gardeners who form the backbone of the TOT and Food Rights Network training 
cadre, came out of a strong social justice movement that centered around improving their 
neighborhoods rather than food justice per se.118   What makes this focus so appealing to Food 
Rights' Urban Agriculture Program constituents and partners is that the conceptual framework of 
Community Food Security (CFS) as discussed above merges "issues of food insecurity with local 
and sustainable agriculture" (Morales, 2011, p. 154). While I was studying Food Rights, many 
staff, partners, and even a Board Member attended Community Food Security Coalition 
conferences and brought many of the principles of the organization's orientation toward food 
sovereignty back to their civic endeavors in NYC.   
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Food Rights Network farmers markets: In 2003 Food Rights began including farmers markets 
in its urban agriculture network. Three community gardens in the Bronx were the first partners 
for this project. Food Rights provided technical assistance in increasing harvest production, 
market development, harvest and sales recordkeeping, as well as helping them become eligible to 
accept a US Department of Agriculture-funded nutrition assistance program for Women, Infants, 
and Children (WIC).119 In 2003 WIC vouchers accounted for 75 percent of market sales. 
According to the 2003 Food Rights Annual Report: "The markets have been very successful, 
providing extra income to gardeners, much-needed access to fresh produce for local residents, 
and a tangible source of education about food and farm issues." 
 Following the standard Food Rights Network design, these markets remain independent 
and overseen by residents in the neighborhoods where they are located. This ensures that the 
markets stay localized and thus able to meet the needs of each particular neighborhood. NYC has 
about 100 farmers markets including the Food Rights Network markets; the Greenmarket 
program, run by a nonprofit organization founded in 1976, that oversees 54 markets throughout 
NYC.120 Another independent market model also has more than 20 markets in NYC and 
Westchester.  
 The Food Rights Network markets support both regional and urban farmers who provide 
low-income communities in NYC with farm-fresh produce. As when these markets began in 
2003, Food Rights continues to provide them with training and resources to help residents 
develop and run the markets. Food Rights also offers networking opportunities, cooking 
demonstrations by TOT-trained community chefs, as well as network vendor and market 
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insurance. In 2010 Food Rights, in collaboration with a private foundation, offered coupons to 
two Bronx markets that doubled the value of WIC or Seniors Farmers Market Nutrition Program 
(SFMNP) coupons so that nearly 1,500 low-income households were able to spend $13,679 on 
produce. This scheme also allowed the local farmers who sold at these markets to earn $27,358. 
 I did a daylong tour of Food Rights Network markets in the Fall of 2010 with Lucy 
Rogers, who worked part time as the organization's Policy Coordinator and the other half as their 
network Market Manager. In her role to provide technical assistance to individual farmers market 
managers, Rogers serves as a sort of liaison. She needs to be sensitive to the needs of the 
community hosting the market as well as to those of the farmers who sell there. Some market 
managers, Rogers told me, "are not so sensitive to the farmers' needs to make money."121 Part of 
this is because markets are based in community gardens and generally not focused on income. 
"Community gardens," Rogers told me, "are not a natural connection to work with farmers." 
Each market is also very different, "There is no cookie cutter model or person," she said.122 
 The gardens and their markets are often located on sites that residents would once avoid 
as sites of danger and pollution. A site in the Bronx was known as the "land of the living dead" 
until it was appropriated for the garden in 1995 by a social service group. The garden runs along 
the bank of a river where Lily, the Director of the garden, told me that just a few decades ago 
people would often be found on the rocks dead near the water that was often filled with raw 
sewage. This market held just outside the garden gates (the garden is now vibrant and beautiful 
with its own rainwater collection system and fancy composting bins) under tents, is now a 
bustling site that, according to the EBT/Food Stamps Manager for the market, is visited by at 
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least 175 people every two hours.123 Seven years after Food Rights assisted in the development 
of its first three Bronx markets which were so clearly benefiting low-income families, this 
market also sees more than half its sales form WIC. By 2012 the Food Rights Network oversaw 
22 markets—about 15 percent of all farmers markets in NYC.  
 
Urban Hens Project: Interestingly enough, Marion McAllister, the Food Rights second 
Executive Director who helped broker the relationship with Livestock International (LI), wasn't 
interested in making livestock part of the Food Rights program back in 2001 when the TOT was 
developed. But by 2005 Food Rights began investigating the viability of raising chickens in 
NYC before any other local organization had taken this topic seriously.   
As Andrea Holliston, the LI partner who developed the TOT with McAllister and other 
Food Rights partners, told me: Even in the early 2000s many community gardens already had 
chickens and some urban farms and backyard gardeners had bees—yet no one knew the legality 
of these practices nor the best practices to ensure that these activities were done properly for the 
betterment of the community and the livestock.124 
Prompted by a workshop at a 2005 NYC urban agriculture conference run by a man who 
was helping people raise chickens in the tropics, Food Rights and its partners began wondering if 
NYC gardeners could raise chickens on a larger scale as well. "There were a lot of people 
excited about it," Velo told me, "so …they formed a working group with people from Food 
Rights, LI, and several other urban agriculture partners."125 This group decided that more 
information was needed and through a grant to Food Rights Velo was hired as an intern to 
conduct research on best practices and livestock laws. He was also charged with developing a 
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best practices guide on keeping chickens in NYC based on his research. This guide remains a 
signature Food Rights educational tool to this day.   
After surveying 6,000 gardeners in 2006 and reviewing livestock laws, Velo determined 
that not only was raising chickens legal, community gardeners were extremely interested in it.  
By February of 2007, Food Rights hired Velo as their Training and Livestock Coordinator. He 
immediately was trained in the TOT as he was expected to use the organization's signature adult 
folk education model to begin teaching chicken-rearing workshops, as the Urban Hens Project 
became part of Food Rights official programming.126  
While for the more than 60 years LI had focused on bringing livestock to rural 
communities globally, it hadn't seen how this type of programming could be viable in NYC or 
other large urban areas. LI's Holliston remembers gardeners in NYC requesting livestock in 
record numbers—wanting the fresh eggs and the benefits of the manure and soil aeration that 
chickens bring to agricultural settings as well as the pollination and honey that bees provide. 
Developing this program with Food Rights allowed LI to break new ground.127 
However, the central piece of the TOT model was that community gardeners and farmers 
would share their knowledge with their peers using the "participatory" or "folk" education 
techniques the TOT provided and then be required to "share the wealth." In the Food Rights' 
paradigm, knowledge is the commodity being shared, the format is the peer-to-peer 
dissemination techniques learned through the TOT. But what if community members didn't want 
or value the knowledge that was passed on to them? How would Food Rights ensure that the best 
practices were maintained? I wondered about Julio Rodriguez and Nydia Sanchez, described in 
the vignette above. It seemed that Rodriguez was rather set in his ways regarding raising 
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chickens and that there might be many potential problems in getting him to become a 
collaborative member of the Food Rights Network. This was one of the challenges Food Rights 
faced even when information was disseminated at a peer-to-peer level. This no doubt became 
harder when Velo, who came from a very different background from Julio and Nydia was the 
one disseminating information. 
Like all of Food Rights Urban Agriculture programming, the “sharing the wealth” model 
forces each Urban Hens Project to have multiple opportunities to learn at a variety of venues. 
These venues include informational workshops, such as the one described above that passes on 
best practices for raising chickens and sets out the Food Rights expectations; the coop “builds” 
for each of the groups chosen to participate in the Urban Hens Project where they meet the Food 
Rights staff and the other people involved in the project; and lastly the online Urban Hen Meetup 
Group which is made up a very diverse membership—including different types of community 
groups and organizations as well as individuals and families raising chickens in their backyards 
who share their knowledge and resources via a virtual meeting space that provides room for 
online discussions, bulletin boards, albums and the opportunity to organize physical meetings as 
well. 
 
Urban Agriculture Institute: The next major juncture in Food Rights' urban agriculture 
programming was in 2011 when the organization launched its urban agriculture-focused Urban 
Agriculture Institute in coalition with more than 20 partner organizations. At the time it was 
envisioned as a spin-off of its Urban Agriculture Program. The Beginning Farmer and Rancher 
Development Program (BFRDP), National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), and the US 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) funded this educational program, which makes use of a 
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“school-without-walls” structure. It was approved in August of 2010, providing more than 
$400,000 in funding spread out over three years."128 While this seems like a lot of money, it 
really isn't, as Food Rights is running a formal educational model for less per year than what they 
were spending to run its Urban Agriculture Program for 2010.129 
In 2013 the Urban Agriculture Institute has 15 students on a two-year certification track 
and 75 who are taking classes à la carte. Carrie Caldwell, a very grounded and sincere young 
woman who began working with Food Rights as an Americorps Vista Volunteer at a market in 
the Bronx in 2005, now the Urban Agriculture Institute Director, told me that the goal is to 
reverse this trend for the Fall of 2013, so that the number of certification students increases to 
between 24 to 30. They would provide one to four additional courses for students who want to 
try Urban Agriculture Institute classes before committing to a two-year certification track. The 
ultimate goal is to decrease the number of non-certification track students substantially as they 
are not the primary constituency that the school intends to serve. "Instead of catering to these 
students [those taking classes à la carte] we would allow them to get a taste of the Urban 
Agriculture Institute but put the focus on those on a path toward certification," Caldwell says.130 
The current imbalance in the number of non-certification track students also causes problems for 
teachers as now students are at very different knowledge levels in classes. For instance, students 
who are just taking a class here and there may ask an instructor what compost is, but many of the 
students in the class have already taken an entire class on compost and this slows the class 
down.131  
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The Urban Agriculture Institute makes use of the TOT folk education platform as the 
device to disseminate its core values and organizational philosophy. When I was researching the 
launch of the school in 2010, the plan was for faculty to largely be made up of its community 
trainers who had been trained through this model. By early 2013, however, when I spoke with 
Caldwell, she clarified that the notion of the Urban Agriculture Institute as being an extension of 
the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program was not an accurate description of the school, now 
in its third year of classes. Few of the community trainers now serve as Urban Agriculture 
Institute faculty, which is an interesting outcome as the school does satisfy an important niche in 
the food- and green-collar jobs market by offering faculty $85 per hour (a rate that exceeds the 
$50 per hour provided by local botanical gardens). The students also have no required 
commitment to Food Rights or to being part of its network after they graduate from their 
certificate program as the students of the TOT in the Urban Agriculture Program do through the 
signature vehicle of "sharing the wealth" as well as the incentive to earn money teaching 
workshops as a network trainer. However, Urban Agriculture Institute students do provide 
important capacity building to Food Rights through required volunteer hours at Food Rights in 
which they do outreach, serve as teaching assistants to faculty, and handle administrative work 
that is very much needed with only two Urban Agriculture Institute staff—Caldwell and a part 
time Program Assistant hired in early 2012. Students also serve to assist in strengthening the 
Food Rights Network as they are required students to fulfill an apprenticeship at network partner 
sites.132  
For certification students, the Urban Agriculture Institute also fills a gap in the level of 
technical agricultural knowledge and skills that the Food Rights Network Trainers were lacking. 
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Ed Larimar told me that he has been frustrated with what he sees as the commonly held notion 
among NYC constituents interested in farming that "anyone can farm." Especially as urban 
farmers, he felt, had very little science or technical knowledge. While he appreciates the 
historical significance of community building among community gardeners, a new demographic 
of farmers has further complicated this issue as many new farmers are not interested in 
community building either.133 The Good Food Movement has had a lot to do with the changing 
face of urban farming and gardening. Just as the Urban Agriculture Institute's average non-
certificate or à la carte course applicant is white, female, born in the 1980s, and living in 
Brooklyn134—a demographic that would apply to a large percentage of the Food Rights staff 
during my research period (2009-2010)—the movement has attracted a large constituency of 
well-educated, affluent young people attracted to the entrepreneurial and epicurean aspects of 
agriculture, especially within urban settings.  
Both Larimar and Caldwell have had concerns about balancing the Food Rights Network 
and programming given this shift in constituent demographics.135  From Caldwell's perspective, 
balancing the Urban Agriculture Institute student demographic is an ongoing struggle and one 
that is close to her heart as a long time food justice advocate and community organizer. Back in 
2010 when I spoke with her before the Urban Agriculture Institute had even launched, she 
expressed concern that the school's target audience will continue to represent the marginalized 
communities that the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program had historically aimed to serve. 
This was a valid concern given that many of the young, affluent people interested in farming 
often had the skills and economic means to enter the agricultural realm as viable entrepreneurs 
(while this was a benefit perhaps to the LFS, they served as competition to the less advantaged 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
133 Interview transcript Ed Larimer 3.25.13 
134 Interview transcript Carrie Caldwell 3.14.13 
135 Interview transcript Ed Larimar 3.25.11, Interview transcript Carrie Caldwell 3.14.13 
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members of the Food Rights constituency). Caldwell told me that she was concerned about 
Urban Agriculture Institute outreach and wanted to ensure that it stay open to a network 
constituency that she saw as  "… [loving] to work with each other." She also did not want the 
network to lose touch with community gardeners "who are really tapped in and give…and know 
so much.”136 By early 2013 she was glad that the Urban Agriculture Institute vision and goals to 
maintain its network base had helped guide the admissions process as their certification track 
demographics attested to the school's commitment to disadvantaged students. Based on a 2012 
Urban Agriculture Institute report 63 percent of Urban Agriculture Institute students enrolled in 
the certification track are "socially disadvantaged" and 53 percent have "limited resource[s]."137 
Caldwell sees the two types of Urban Agriculture Institute students: (1) older, rooted in 
community gardening, coming from a variety of neighborhoods throughout NYC and not 
necessarily embedded in food justice but more in community building; (2) newer, whiter groups, 
entrepreneurially spirited with a focus on urban farming. "The Urban Agriculture Institute has 
done a pretty good job of getting these two groups of people together," she told me. What has 
been significant she feels is that the second group, while not as aware of social justice issues 
around the food system when they enter the Urban Agriculture Institute, is exposed to this 
information, as they might not be through other educational venues promoting agriculture.138 I 
found it interesting that, according to Caldwell, the non-certificate students who took a class here 
or there did not see the Food Rights Network urban agriculture workshops (as taught be 
community trainers) as meeting their needs, perhaps this would be an example of white, more 
highly educated constituents not being able to relate to the "peer-to-peer" folk education model 
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137 2012 Urban Agriculture Institute Report 
138 Interview transcript Carrie Caldwell 3.14.13 
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enacted by the Food Rights community trainers but felt a greater affinity for a more formalized 
educational model, even if it employed a similar non-didactic pedagogical philosophy.139 
 As if in answer to Larimar's frustrations and concerns about the technical capacity of 
NYC farmers, the Urban Agriculture Institute curriculum is based on a more rigorous 
educational platform than the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program workshops. It offers 
ramped-up versions of those standard two-hour workshops, follows a logical flow of knowledge 
that builds on itself, and allows instructors to provide more detailed and technical knowledge to 
students over a semester-long period. However, as Caldwell told me, the essence and spirit of the 
TOT folk education model is evident in the first two classes that all Urban Agriculture Institute 
students take: An expanded version of the TOT (17 hours of training is offered over three weeks 
in four classes) and a food justice class that includes anti-racism training. "These are the 
foundation," she says, so that no matter what the subject matter [irrigation, crops planning, pest 
management etc.], notions of food justice and sovereignty are kept front and center.140   
 
Analysis and findings  
Food Rights' Urban Agriculture Institute was initially envisioned as an expansion of its 
TOT learning platform (see chapter 5 for a detailed review of this adult folk educational 
platform) and what I refer to as its "Networks of Innovative Learning" (Murdoch, 2000a) model. 
Now the Urban Agriculture Institute curriculum focuses on providing what Murdoch (2000a) 
calls "soft infrastructure" (knowledge and skills) on urban agriculture to NYC residents, which 
perhaps more fully provides the technical skill levels that Ed Larimar hoped for when the Food 
Rights Urban Agriculture Program was restructured in 2001.  
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This Urban Agriculture Institute is itself an example of the organization's innovation, 
flexibility and agility in proactively identifying NYC residents' burgeoning interest in urban 
agriculture in the late 2000s. It’s also an example of the power of the Food Rights network model 
as it relied on powerful long term partner relationships to realize this ambitious project. While 
the Food Rights Urban Agriculture Institute ended up using few of its community trainers as 
Urban Agriculture Institute faculty. It has built upon the important network platform of its Urban 
Agriculture Programming as many of its partners and collaborators represent other third-sector 
organizations as well as urban farms, community gardening associations, and botanical gardens 
that allow it to perpetuate the "school without walls" design. By making use of non-centralized 
sites for learning that are already embedded in existing social structures that Food Rights' 
constituents already trusted and knew about have made this model more likely to succeed 
(Murdoch 2000).  
Summary 
The Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program and Urban Agriculture Institute both lend 
themselves to Murdoch's (2000a) Networks of Innovation and Learning framework for a variety 
of reasons. Murdoch states that this sort of structure must be "robust enough to facilitate joint 
learning and knowledge transfer while also permitting easy adaptation to changing conditions" (p. 
415). Like other areas of its network, both the adult folk education platform and formalized 
school-based learning serve as a conduit for providing "soft infrastructure" that, as noted earlier, 
governmental agencies are no longer providing. These are benefits to a community that include 
training, knowledge acquisition, and community capacity building. They serve as an addition to 
governmental investments in NYC communities and the New York state Foodshed that have 
recently been focused on "hard infrastructure" issues such as agricultural land protection, 
slaughtering provisions for farmers, or rent subsidies for rural farmers. The soft infrastructure 
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that Food Rights' educational programming provides could lead to LFS growth and opportunities 
to expand green and food-collar jobs if the organization can remain nimble and meet the needs of 
a rapidly shifting market (Murdoch, 2000a). Broad network theory (Castells, 1996) places a 
premium on innovation and learning in settings experiencing rapid technological change as is the 
case for NYC in the early 21st century. In this regard, network theorists believe that innovative 
learning will be, "… conducted most expeditiously within associations of many small firms 
deeply embedded in local societies and cultures" (Murdoch, 2000a, p. 414). Food Rights is 
strategically positioned to participate in the LFS at this level through its network-based learning 
platforms. 
As Murdoch (2000a) admits, though, Networks and Economies of Innovation and 
Learning are so far removed from industrial agriculture and corporate food systems that the 
likelihood of these two systems meshing or working together is unlikely. He indicates that this is 
especially true because of differences in values. For instance, what he identifies as Innovative 
Networks and Economies are based on flexibility and equity (p. 415), which is not the case for 
the corporate food system that is based on scale and profit with very little relational aspect 
(Hendrickson & Heffernan 2002). Given this fact, what is the long-term viability of not just the 
Food Rights Urban Agriculture Program and Urban Agriculture Institute, but the constituents it 
trains? Will they be funneled into a parallel or alternative food system that so far has not created 
many full time jobs offering a living wage to support them? Will this food system support the 
new wave of farmer-entrepreneurs that the school develops?  And if so, will the LFS mostly 
support the privileged constituents who have the social capital and resources to develop viable 
entrepreneurial efforts, while those who are most in need of economic development are further 
disenfranchised? These are all unanswered questions that extend beyond the scope of this 
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research, but that pose important queries about the future of this new school, the organization, its 
network structure, and its goal to build an alternative food system. 
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Chapter 8: Discussion: What's Ahead for Food Rights? 
Will this small multi-sector educational organization need to run the gauntlet in the rapidly 
changing LFS or is it poised to accept the fruits of its labors as a well-positioned 
educational organization buoyed by an extensive network structure? 
 
Vignette 
Sophia Laggianno, Food Rights' current Executive Director, is a small, stylish woman in 
her mid-thirties who is probably the best possible person to be ferrying the organization through 
the current complex and competitive LFS environment. A strong leader with an MBA from Yale 
University, she has an uncanny ability to motivate her small staff to accomplish the work of a 
much larger organization. Laggiano once told me that she looks for key talents in her staff, 
focuses on bringing those out, and then steps back to allow the person to flourish.141 It seems that 
this management technique is effective as her staff are all extremely dedicated to her and to the 
organization. I never once heard the common bathroom or water-cooler conversations with staff 
complaining about the boss or about their job.  
Laggiano was able to bring Food Rights from the rather scruffy quarters on the Lower 
East Side to a marble-lobbied building with security men in suits while maintaining some of the 
folksiness of those old quarters, and, so far, the values. Their new conference room still has some 
boxes lining the walls, the kitchen is filled with worm bins and the dishwasher is used for air-
drying (not washing).  
But the more pressing issues are not in these outer appearances. They are in the complex 
ways that Food Rights, while oriented toward multi-sector alliances, can function in a realm 
where the LFS is now of interest to other sectors (especially government and business) who are 
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cashing in on the greater public interest in local food and taking ownership of LFS efforts.142 
There is also much greater competition from the third sector itself as it recognizes opportunities 
for accessing funds that are now becoming available around food and alternative food systems. 
It’s through this uncertain "Grimpen mire"143 of the current LFS landscape that Laggiano must 
lead her organization without falling into the deadly bog. She told me that she sees the current 
climate as: 
really unpredictable and the field is getting more crowded. It's [no longer] just Food 
Rights. There's a lot of organizations, some you would think of and some you would 
never guess that are thinking more about this work and some of that is because of the 
political environment. You know, you've got the Mayor and the City Council Speaker 
and the Governor all saying that local farming and food are important. Everybody's like, 
'Well let's move our programming over here!' 
 
Findings and analysis 
In this final chapter, I look back at the tale of Food Rights and provide a summary of the 
major findings and themes that I have found through my extensive study of this organization.  
While the obvious news is that Food Rights is in the midst an exciting, burgeoning LFS and has 
achieved some success through these changes, it also finds itself charged with redefining what it 
is and whom it serves. Its current position illustrates the temporality of NGOs, and more 
specifically, SMOs as by their very nature they are born and then nurtured to deal with time- and 
place-sensitive issues (Lang, 2013). This issue-driven focus is imbued with an ephemeral sort of 
quality that requires them to be able and willing to shift and change as the issues and landscape 
change. Rather than being built on bedrock, they are better served through a location on sand 
where they can easily shift, move, and break camp, if need be. But organizations are made up of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
142 It’s important to note that many sectors of government made up the original Food Rights founding coalition. 
These individuals and agencies have been important partners at the Food Rights table for every programming effort 
that it has undertaken, and have made important contributions to the LFS over the past 30 years through 
development of farmers markets and other food access vehicles. 
143 The bottomless bog in Dartmoor, England that is the site of Sir Arthur Conan Doyle's tale, The Hound of the 
Baskervilles. Retrieved from http://www.legendarydartmoor.co.uk/grim_mire.htm. 24 March 2013. 
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people who depend on their jobs, who are passionate about the issues they started out working on, 
who form alliances with partners and constituents. Thus change is often hard and goes against 
the grain.  
In this regard, Food Rights has remained indignantly determined to focus on the values of 
collaboration and network association that have formed its structure since it began as a coalition 
in the early 1990s. For instance, despite the hew and cry to scale-up the LFS to meet the potential 
increase in consumer interest that is expected to come from newfound attention to food, 
Laggiano has made public statements about not supporting the focus on food production 
scalability, saying that the small-scale, relationship-oriented network that characterizes Food 
Rights' alternative food system are what make it work.144 This perspective is widely supported by 
a diversity of food systems experts (Murdoch, 2000a; Salais & Storpor, 1992; Murdoch & Miele, 
1999; Murdoch et al, 2000b; Goodman, 2002a, 2004; Lockie & Kitto, 2002; Guthman, 2002; 
Weatherell et al, 2003, Mount, 2012). But as this whole LFS landscape changes, and as farmers 
find more chance for profit through local food systems that are not as focused on the values that 
Food Rights has espoused, Laggiano may have to reevaluate this position or be left behind. This 
is not to say that I recommend that Food Rights leave behind the strong social justice and LFS 
values that Food Rights has always espoused, but rather to have the willingness to consider new 
models and ways of coaxing existing distribution designs into completely new arrangements and 
mappings that take advantage of the shifting LFS topography. While some of its network areas 
are weak, stressed, or perhaps the wrong design for the existing situation, Food Rights is 
uniquely positioned to take advantage of its position. I contend that this is the case because of its 
long history of overseeing an extensive multi-sector network that already extends far out into 
rural sectors of the Foodshed while also reaching deep into urban farms, gardens, and markets 
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within city limits. Its educational tools are already diversified and able to mobilize citizens to 
serve as experts on food and agriculture topics, to effectively run urban marketing and 
distribution branches of rural farms at individual or institutional levels or to gain greater formal 
expertise through its Urban Agriculture Institute. 
Perhaps the most significant aspect of Food Rights’ educational efforts is its diversified 
portfolio. Its aim is to provide programming in a variety of different areas (policy, urban 
agriculture, community food education, CSA, institutional purchasing from farmers for 
emergency food sites) and to also provide a range of educational venues and formats to address 
those various programming needs. My study shows that the organization has made a significant 
impact on a diversity of communities just in making issues around food quality and systems part 
of the public narrative.  
This dissertation aimed to provide a thorough analysis of Food Rights' programming and 
structure and in so doing provide a clear picture of areas where the organization is poised to take 
advantage of the many opportunities that are available to it as not only an advocate for the LFS 
but as an educational organization offering key knowledge in the form of values- and skills-
based training to business, government, and private sectors. This research has also has aimed to 
point out particular pitfalls that the organization will need to proactively attend to in order to 
avoid being either left behind or subsumed by the competition. It’s a very important juncture for 
this organization that has recently experienced so much success and growth.  
In chapter 6 I discuss the critical juncture that now exists for Food Rights' CSA 
programming as varied forces that are either part of the LFS or vying to control it queue up to 
determine how to move to the next level. In considering the work of Murdoch (2000a), Mount 
(2012), and others researching the LFS and the use of network models, it’s clear that 
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organizations that are proactive and engage in determining innovative ways to address the 
challenges ahead will serve as valuable leaders in the ongoing development of the LFS. This is 
especially true for organizations that are able to think "outside the box" toward new and different 
food distribution models that can still function within networks based on values of trust and 
collaboration. It’s not surprising, that Laggiano, who is a keen listener and observer, was already 
aware of some of these issues in 2010: 
 …if we don’t move into a position where we are seen as a resource for this new 
generation of the Good Food Movement, other organizations will, … we can either 
decide to be very micro-focused, we just do CSAs and, you know, a couple of other little 
pieces. Or, we can say we are a resource to the next generation of farmers and the next 
generation of urban agriculture in the city—and the demand for those types of services is 
enormous….145 
 
Coming back to the beginning 
 In the first chapter, I talked about the types of theoretical touchstones that I had used to 
develop my work. Largely following a lineage that focused on practice and agency through the 
works of Giddens (1979), Ortner (1994, 1999a), and Bourdieu (1999). These theorists focus on 
the human body as simultaneously exploited and resistant to power (Eriksen & Nielsen, 2001, p. 
128). Giddens brings in the concept of agency—the quality given to a conscious actor, acting 
within the cultural constraints imposed by power—a concept very similar to Ortner's notion of 
"practice" (Eriksen & Nielsen, 2001, p. 130). Added to this is the work of Bourdieu that focuses 
on "the relationship between collective norms, social power, and individual agency as these are 
expressed through the human body" (Eriksen & Nielsen, 2001, p. 130). These practice theorists 
created a new field of inquiry for anthropologists by focusing on the human body as integral to 
human social interaction (Eriksen & Nielsen, 2001, p. 131). As I studied an organization and its 
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networks, I consider these theories to apply to the realms of organizational bodies as well as the 
body politic—ultimately looking at how this network organization and the people who are part of 
it make sense of their lives and those of their partners and constituents within what Geertz 
referred to as "dense networks of meaning" (Ortner,1999a). An important part of being able to 
make sense of one's location in a landscape is having the agentive capacity to do it, and so here I 
have been looking at Food Rights' own power as well as the context within which it must 
navigate through the choppy waters of what I call the "civic realm" in order to conduct its work 
and serve its function as an NGO. The realm through which it must navigate involves such actors 
as local government, alliances with other third sector organizations, the business sector, not to 
mention its own constituents, partnerships, and the ideologies around what the LFS is or isn't and 
should be. 
 In order to do this, I have looked at its network, not just in terms of structure, but in terms 
of a broader ability for Food Rights to function within civil society as a strong, visible social 
body.  Ways that this network, itself an actor in this narrative, has shown its strength is evident in 
the Food Rights core values of commitment to urban communities and to rural farmers, to 
relations and associations built on trust and collaboration and the notion that "everyone is an 
expert." Amid Laggiano's desires for Food Rights to grow and succeed, is the need for the 
organization to differentiate itself as other entities doing similar work or wanting to do similar 
work enter the landscape. In analyzing this aspect of Food Rights position, so much of my 
analysis is based on speculation: What is its ability to resist and compete with the powerful 
entities that don't hold its values of collaboration, cooperation, and dedication to rural farmers 
and marginalized urban groups? What is Food Rights' level of acumen in navigating an 
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increasingly complex and competitive civic realm? Can the organization hold its own and 
maintain its mission and values with all of the new actors, entities and activity at play? 
 From the very beginning of my fieldwork at Food Rights, I heard many people say that 
they thought of the organization and its staff as "rock stars." My informants were in awe of the 
scrappy NGO and its staff that was at the time on the brink of an explosive food-mania that 
would become what myself and others refer to as the Good Food Movement. But it's easy to be a 
rock star when you are the solo act in a small town. That has changed. As Dorothy said to Toto, 
"We're not in Kansas anymore." In New York City with the entrée of the Good Food Movement, 
food-oriented "rock stars" are popping up all over the place—as Laggiano tells us in Chapter 4, 
some of those rock stars were promoted by Food Rights itself as it shifted media attention away 
from the organization and toward its network and constituents.  There is no doubt, however, that 
it’s very difficult for an organization to go from being a big fish in a small pond to a small fish in 
a big pond. And that, in essence, is what has happened to this NGO since the Good Food 
Movement became publically acknowledged in 2010.  
 So how does an organizational entity express agentive capacity? I would say that it could 
do so through the very multi-sector network structure that it has spent the past two decades 
building. This is a structure that supports egalitarian democracy-building through its "folk" 
education model that promotes the notion that everyone is an expert and every voice is valuable. 
This model claims that learning comes through participation—a way to equalize levels of power. 
Some of this leveling of existing power structures shows up in the CSA end of Food Rights' 
Network, through the relationships it has developed with farmers who for a long time were not 
part of conversations about the food system, despite their integral role in it. It also shows up on 
the urban agriculture end of its network where community gardeners and farmers (many of 
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whom come from low income communities and who are not white) are able to have a say in what 
the LFS is and becomes through their engagement in farms, markets, and all manner of policy 
and advocacy work. The question is, Will these voices and connections be lost in the LFS 
tsunami? According to Foucault power is "relatively fluid and transformable through practice" 
(Ortner, 1999a, p. 148). But while change is possible, we cannot forget the often-formidable 
weight of the structures that undergird American society such as race and class that are often 
difficult to overcome no matter how strong or solidified the resistance movement.  
 For instance, I attended a forum on food policy at New York University recently and 
found that this topic had advanced even further than I had realized despite my ongoing 
involvement in NYC LFS conversations. As one panelist informed us, "There has been an 
ontological shift around food."146 Which actually isn’t such a new concept, as many of the food 
researchers I cite in this study have been talking about such a shift for more than a decade (Alkon 
& Norgaard 2009a; Goodman, 1999, 2001, 2002a, 2004; Goodman & DuPuis, 2002; Guthman, 
2002; Hendrickson & Heffernan, 2002; Hinrichs & Lyson, 2007; Kloppenburg et al, 2000, 
Lamine, 2005, Lockie, 2002, Murdoch, 2000a), but I had never heard it voiced in NYC. The 
panel embodied this shift: Two lawyers focusing on food-related legal issues, an urban planner, 
and a community activist who participated on a "food policy council" as a way to create dialogue 
between city government and citizens. I learned that Harvard University now has a Food Law 
and Policy Clinic affiliated with its law school that aims to do a lot of the things Food Rights 
does—including helping people gain greater access to food and assisting small local farmers in 
gaining greater viability in local markets. Lawyers and policy makers are now finding many 
ways to do good work but also to expand their careers through the burgeoning LFS and quality-
food landscape. Yet what of the marginalized urban groups—those people who are 
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undereducated and low skilled? Will they actually gain more access to healthy affordable food 
through the LFS efforts? Or will they yet again find that there is no seat at the table for them, as 
well-meaning but highly educated people with access to many different avenues of power take 
over this movement? 
 It should be clear through my ethnographic accounts that Food Rights, embodied through 
its founders and staff, is not a simple wallflower overcome by shyness at the society ball. Rather, 
its multi-sector approach has included longstanding alliances with government and business. 
Additionally, its staff has navigated both local and federal politics in developing collaborations 
and funding streams. And, its founder and executive directors do not hail from the 
neighborhoods of Harlem or Bedford-Stuyvesant, but rather from policy work, business, and 
international development, many with degrees from Ivy League schools. Lang (2013) documents 
the historical tendency of "elites" to run Social Movement Organizations (SMOs) (p. 67), 
however, does this matter as long as power is funneled toward those who have been 
disenfranchised? The "proof is in the pudding," as they say—what has Food Rights actually done 
and how has it supported and empowered its constituents? Historical evidence shows that despite 
Food Rights staff and founder roster of what would be defined as "elites" (given their education, 
access to resources, and mostly white privilege), the organization has deep, long-standing 
connections with a diversity of actors and community organizers from a range of NYC 
neighborhoods and tableaus.  
To illustrate how the Food Rights Network serves communities as an educator and 
technical support provider that aims to shift the balance of power from the NGO and its network 
to less powerful actors, I will share the perspective of Mavis Henderson, one of Food Rights' 
most active and long-standing partners. She is an African-American who has made use of the 
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TOT and its principles in mobilizing citizens around the LFS for many years. In referring to 
Food Rights Training of Trainers (TOT) platform in a recent video she said:  
If you're out there to help low-income neighborhoods and communities of color, then 
somehow as you go along the way you have to step back and relinquish that power so 
that the community is able to stand on its own. You train people…and then you have to 
step back because that's how you develop leadership and then allow those leaders to start 
taking on the responsibility of organizing…and I think that's what Food Rights has 
done.147 
 
 The Food Rights network structure itself is a form of power, a vehicle for agentive action 
in that the breadth and span of a network is exponentially more powerful than a single 
organizational entity. Networks are things, however: They are living, breathing, organic entities 
whose strength and health is dependent upon how they are expanded and which areas are 
attended to in that expansion effort.  
 Food Rights has fostered an innovative alternative local food system (or, as the urban 
planner I described earlier called it, "a new ontology of food"). Latour (2005) refers to these new 
innovative network spaces as requiring, "completely new definitions of the social" (p. 23). He 
shows that it’s in examining the unstable areas and shifting frames of reference that patterns and 
knowledge about associations are revealed. This then, is helpful in considering that there could 
be no better time to examine Food Rights' associational linkages than this very critical juncture 
in its history.  
One important consideration in examining the Food Rights Network is that according to 
ANT groups don't really exist, as they are forever forming and becoming something new (Latour 
2005, p. 27). So these rather unbounded, relational collectivities such as the Food Rights 
Network is, is doing exactly what it should be doing, it’s in the process of continual formation, of 
becoming something new and perhaps different from what it has been doing. What gets complex 
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is that according to ANT, groups have spokespeople or mediators, who try to form boundaries 
and markers that attempt to define what the group is (Latour 2005, p. 33). Actually, I have been a 
spokesperson or mediator for the Food Rights Network as an ethnographer recording its story 
within a particular location in space and time, trying to mark its boundaries, delineate its territory, 
and create some fixed and durable entity that is easier to map and gauge. But in reaching this 
chapter, I realize the impossibility of that type of goal. 
 In considering Food Rights Network "actors" within the context of ANT we enter yet 
another complex realm. As with all actors, it’s hard to know what will happen next, "As soon as 
the play starts…nothing is certain" (Latour 2005, p. 46). ANT has resonated with me in this 
regard as Food Rights and its network are very much in flux.  Actually, this state of flux has been 
ongoing as its network itself shifts with the ebb and flow of the work it engages in, the people it 
collaborates with, not to mention the fluid aspects of the non-human actors within its network. 
This non-human arena includes everything that makes up the production, distribution, and 
consumption processes within an LFS: Plants as plants, plants as food, not to mention the natural 
and built environment that makes up the realm where these non-human network actors reside.  
 ANT assists us in understanding the Food Rights story, as it helps us to consider the 
possibility that nothing is certain, collectives and networks are never bounded. Food Rights has 
been growing and changing along an historical trajectory as it was even when it was just a 
sparkle in Kayla Martin's eye back in the early 1990s. As new actors enter the network (both 
human and non-human) it will become something new and perhaps surprising.  
While committed to making use of a "mixed bag" of social theory, I harken back to my 
initial discussion of the ways in which I said I would analyze the story of Food Rights in chapter 
1. By this point in the narrative, some seven chapters later, I find myself even more aware of the 
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asymmetry of the LFS, considering different levels of power and visibility available to rural and 
urban farmers, policymakers, and Food Rights constituents to name a few of the many actors in 
this realm of association. As indicated earlier, Ortner (1994, 1999a) describes the theory of 
practice as considering the "forces in play upon actors" as a way to understand where they are 
coming from and what they want to do (p. 395). In considering Food Rights and its network as 
actors, in the previous chapters I have described a range of perspectives and angles from which 
to understand all of these things. For instance, the person joining a CSA to get some quality or 
affordable organic vegetables may have a completely different perspective and agenda than the 
person going through Training of Trainer (TOT) to mobilize their community around health, 
civic engagement, and general community development. The many ways that actors could make 
meaning within the Food Rights Network are many and varied. But I have tried to describe who 
some of the actors are, what they aim to achieve, and how this impacts Food Rights and the LFS.  
Remembering the conceptual framework 
In the second chapter (also see Appendix C), I provided a plan for how I was considering 
the data that I had obtained from my fieldwork. I divided this plan into what I called "conceptual 
domains" and then revealed relevant "categories" or areas of interest that I had found within 
those domains. Here, my goal is to talk about my analysis of the findings within these domains 
and categories. 
Social Change Domains: How and Where Food Rights Tries to Affect Social Change 
Support for a sustainable or regenerative LFS is the primary mission. Food Rights' primary goal 
since its inception has been to develop an alternative food system to the existing industrial 
system. Founder Kayla Martin and those who worked with her in developing Food Rights 
envisioned something very similar to what Dahlberg (1993) refers to as a regenerative food 
system, which is basically another name for a "sustainable" system, one that goes beyond the 
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narrow focus on agricultural production to a more holistic focus on relationships with a broad 
array of actors that expand beyond purely economic relationships (p. 75). The alternative food 
system that is supported by the Food Rights Network is based on direct links between regional 
organic and sustainable farmers and New York consumers and is sustained through this holistic 
approach. 
Participatory education is used to promote civic engagement around the LFS. Food Rights makes 
use of varied programming including policy and advocacy work as well as both skills-based and 
values-based participatory education to promote the LFS. One of the most critical findings of my 
research is that different Food Rights' educational models appear to result in differing outcomes 
of civic engagement and interest in the LFS, as well as brand recognition and loyalty. For 
instance, its CSA educational programming is focused on skills building with less of a focus on 
values, while the reverse is true for its urban agriculture "folk" education platform. The outcome 
of this has been that urban agriculture constituents receiving the values-orientation training seem 
to have a greater identification with and commitment to Food Rights and the LFS than those 
within some areas of its CSA network. It’s also true that many CSA constituents have absolutely 
no association with Food Rights or any of its educational programming, and there is no process 
for information or values to be disseminated beyond the three- or four-person "core group" that 
voluntarily runs each network CSA. As for the varied levels of civic engagement among 
constituents, rather than compare different programs that have very different ways of engaging 
constituents, it’s more productive to look at levels of civic engagement within one program to 
consider if variation exists. For these purposes it’s easy to look at the CSA area of the Food 
Rights Network as it has a very prescribed structure that serves as the distribution arm of a farm 
business. It’s actually part of the network structure, developed by Food Rights that some 
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constituents are engaged at the public works level to coordinate a CSA (donating up to 30 hours 
per week), while others barely have any engagement at all (perhaps donating a few hours over 
the course of six months).  
Food Rights' uses a network model to promote and develop the LFS. By developing a broad 
multi-sector network structure, Food Rights has been able to expand its programmatic capacity in 
its aim to increase its social change impact. But the formal brand that Food Rights rolled out in 
2010 associated with membership fees seemed to reflect the varying levels of brand recognition 
and loyalty of the network before it was formalized. While my research did not allow me to 
conduct a large-scale study of the thousands of members of its CSA network, my ethnographic 
data suggests that at least between 2009-2011, when the network was strong, the brand 
recognition and loyalty were strong; where it was weak, lower levels of constituent commitment 
were reflected. 
Social change landscape: Comparing Food Rights' expressed intentions for social change 
with real-life outcomes 
Promoting the LFS through educational programming and a network model:  
While the basis for Food Rights’ knowledge dissemination is grounded in promoting the LFS, 
this goal is not broadly successful throughout its network at least in disseminating explicit 
knowledge about the LFS. While by default, all CSAs do promote the LFS as they form an 
alternative food system that is active and functioning. However, as another example of the 
impact of Food Rights' educational offerings mentioned above, I found that its varied educational 
vehicles in turn create a wide spectrum of knowledge levels among constituents. For instance, at 
the Beet Greens CSA where I volunteered for two seasons, many of our CSA members did not 
understand what the LFS was. This was evidenced in the ways that members understood how 
making use of an LFS would affect them at very practical everyday levels. For instance, they 
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would need to get used to eating certain vegetables and fruits that are grown in the Northeast at 
specific times throughout the season rather than expecting any kind of food to be available at any 
time as is the case through the global industrial food system. My study revealed a weakness in 
Food Rights' ability to fully educate constituents about seasonal food. As a case in point, Beet 
Greens CSA provided educational workshops, cooking demonstrations, and had information on 
our website about the LFS. But our members seemed to remain uninformed about it. One day 
when I was volunteering at the site where vegetables were distributed to members each week, 
one member complained to me that she was sick of apples (it was then Fall) and wanted more 
berries. I explained to her that in the Northeast climate, berries could only be grown and 
harvested during a small window of time in the summer as we had indicated on the paperwork 
that promoted our CSA's fruit "share." Somehow, Beet Greens, and the Food Rights Network to 
which we belonged, had not been able to educate fully this member (and many others) about 
what the LFS was and the role of the CSA in that system. If constituents don't understand what 
the LFS is, there is no possibility that they could or would support it, and this may be tied to why 
Food Rights brand recognition and loyalty may be low in some constituencies as those CSA 
members are not fully apprised of what they are participating in or why it’s important at broader 
levels. Many CSA members simply think of their membership as a way to access affordable, 
high quality food. This finding then loops back to educational formats, showing that the lack of 
values-dissemination within the CSA area of the network impacts knowledge acquisition. 
Food Rights aims for broad social sector alignment (third, business, government, private). As 
mentioned in chapter 4, Kayla Martin based the Food Rights multi-sector network model on a 
commitment to collaboration. She was determined to eliminate "turf wars" and the silos that so 
easily form amongst groups that have similar projects that they wish to retain credit for. Martin 
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set the tone for Food Rights to build its network though a cooperative, alliance-based structure 
with a shared solidarity to building an alternative food system in which all voices and 
perspectives were valued. However, as the LFS landscape becomes more competitive Food 
Rights' alliances with other third-sector organizations, as well as government and business 
sectors may become more tenuous, or require greater effort to maintain. While partnerships 
currently seem very strong within its urban agriculture end of the network and in the CSA 
collaborations with farmers, it remains to be seen how other network locations will fare. 
How Networks of Innovation and Learning Apply to the Food Rights Network 
As noted in chapter 2, this study of Food Rights recognizes the important parallels between 
Murdoch's (2000a) Networks of Innovation and Learning (NIL) and Food Rights' structure, 
programming, and values. I am indebted to him for his very clear development of a way to 
identify the qualities that are necessary for a NIL to survive, and even thrive. I contend that this 
system reflects very closely what Food Rights has been doing for nearly 20 years. Following, I 
highlight the key areas of NIL and relate them to the focal organization's efforts as well as the 
impact the Good Food Movement is having on this NGO. 
Innovation. Food Rights has a history of innovation in terms of programming, network design, 
values, and even its goals to support the development of an alternative food system. But with 
intensive competitiveness, this quality will need to be ramped up. Until 2009 when the critical 
mass of the Good Food Movement hit NYC, most of what Food Rights was doing was unique, at 
least within NYC. Now, as I attend food-related meetings and programming events throughout 
the city, I find that so much of its work is being talked about and planned is often seen as 
something new and different, or as if it’s part of the "new ontology of food" discussed earlier, 
not as an ongoing effort initiated nearly 20 years ago by entities and individuals like Food Rights 
and its broad network of partners. 
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Fosters trust/respect. The Food Rights Network is based on relationships. Part of the reason that 
the organization is limited by capacity is that maintaining its network through carefully nurtured 
relationships takes a lot of time. Building and maintaining a network is no small feat. Just as its 
goals to maintain broad social sector alliances, this may prove challenging, as new partners, the 
changing LFS landscape, and organizational growth/change come into play. 
Embedded in local social structures. Food Rights network structure is based on a decentralized 
model. Community chefs and trainers extend the network into communities that serve as 
"classrooms without walls" and the Urban Agriculture Institute follows this design. The mission 
of this educational network organization is to develop and expand the LFS by supporting and 
educating constituents in promoting the LFS. However, as I have mentioned above in the case of 
CSA, where constituents are located in areas of the network at a substantial distance (both 
physically and ideologically) from Food Rights staff or partners, decentralization can be a bad 
thing. This is so because this distance between staff and constituents weakens the network and 
causes problems around maintaining brand identity and values dissemination. It seems that 
unless the network model changes to increase and strengthen the Food Rights brand and values, 
growth could seriously impact its commitment to key values no matter whether the network 
contact points are located in existing social structures.  
Economic Development. As noted in chapter 5, Food Rights has been a superstar in promoting 
economic development for rural farmers. It has helped many of them to make use of the CSA 
distribution model or institutional purchasing model for emergency food sites that saved some of 
them from economic ruin. However, it’s a standard concern these days that the promise of "green 
jobs" within the LFS may not be forthcoming. Food Rights has offered some actual remuneration 
to urban constituents, many from the city's most underprivileged areas to become community 
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trainers or chefs receiving a fair fee for their services, and now as noted in chapter 7, the Urban 
Agriculture Institute is proud that its faculty rate even exceeds that of what local botanical 
gardens pay teachers. Still, the urban end of economic development through the LFS appears to 
be limited except for those who are highly educated and tied to the policy or legal end of food 
systems change. In this way, the LFS activity broadly (not just on the part of Food Rights) 
continues to reproduce patterns of inequality and exclusion. 
Agility/flexibility. According to Murdoch (2000a), NIL-focused entities need to be very nimble 
in order to survive. Food Rights has shown that they have some capacity for proactive planning 
in their development of their Urban Agriculture Institute, in ongoing efforts to collaborate with 
new groups and sectors as well as with innovation around programming and ways to benefit 
constituents and grow their network and the LFS. However, the need to be proactive for sudden 
LFS landscape changes will be critical to the organization's survival. 
Soft infrastructure (learning, skills). Food Rights' ability to recognize its strengths as an 
educational organization and brand itself as such, would open up a wide area of opportunity to 
the organization within the changing LFS landscape. As Murdoch (2000a) points out, the need 
for educating a broad range of actors across the LFS is continually growing. As LFS proponents 
consider the many issues that need to be addressed if this NYC alternative food system is to 
grow, the realization that many potential constituents and partners from mid-level size farmers 
(Mount 2012) to policymakers need to be educated about some aspect of this new food 
distribution system, not to mention consumers themselves. Food Rights is uniquely positioned as 
an educational organization to leverage its skills- and values-based learning platforms especially 
with government and business sectors. 
Analysis of the Food Rights Network: Its strengths and weaknesses 
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Frequency and strength of points of contact. While some areas of the Food Rights Network makes use of 
ongoing one-on-one relationships between staff and constituents (farmers and consumers), other areas 
have very weak or non-existent points of contact between these two groups. This is a conundrum for Food 
Rights or any network as with growth there is often an inability to maintain the relational points of 
contact with enough frequency or strength to keep the network functional. Specifically, Food Rights 
Network contact points between the organization/staff and constituents are strong  for 
CSA/Emergency food farmers, some CSA core groups, urban agriculture partners. However, 
others are weak or non-existent: some CSA core groups and CSA members, possible tangential 
urban agriculture constituents who do not relate to the community trainer model, but want to 
make use of the Urban Agriculture Institute without making a commitment to certification.148 
This inconsistency in the power and strength of network contact points must be addressed 
through education or programming design in order to retain the health of the network. 
Holistic structure. One of the most important and powerful aspects of the Food Rights multi-
sector network structure is that it’s focused on all aspects of the LFS. Its decentralized, 
collaborative network allows for important associations with space, people, food, and many 
social sectors as it addresses issues that span the Foodshed including rural and urban production, 
rural into urban distribution, and all aspects of urban consumption. Food Rights will be able to 
make use of this holistic structure in choosing many unique and advantageous directions for 
future programming and areas of expansion and change as it creates new ways to exist in the new 
LFS landscape. 
Effort required maintaining network. Food Rights expends substantial resources to the ongoing 
maintenance of its network as each node or link in this structure is built one relationship at a time, 
and then nurtured through continuous interaction, technical assistance, and support. As a matter 
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of fact, my research reveals that it’s one of the primary organizational outputs. If the 
organization intends to grow without corresponding staffing support or some sort of innovative 
capacity leveraging change, the network will suffer as has already been evidenced with the 
recent spike in the size of its CSA area of its network. It should be noted that brand identification 
and loyalty are intrinsically connected to network strength. 
Summary 
This dissertation has focused on a self-described food justice organization in order to gain 
an understanding of how they have participated in developing an alternative food system through 
the use of civic engagement promoted largely through an adult "folk" education platform. My 
findings, as detailed in the past several chapters, consider how Food Rights' work aims to allow 
New Yorkers to engage actively at civic levels in the development of the LFS. Yet it also shows 
how these efforts are sometimes constrained or replicate existing social structures such as the 
promotion of well-educated, highly skilled citizens who are able to coordinate the urban end of 
managing a CSA or the fact that the alternative food economy as yet cannot sustain a living wage 
for most who might want to enter it, especially those without the skill base and financial backing 
to enter as entrepreneurs.  I also consider the constraints the organization is facing as the LFS 
landscape becomes more competitive as interest in (and available funding for) alternative and 
local food systems grows.  
In considering the lives and work of several Food Rights staff and one collaborator in 
chapters 5 through 7, I have attempted to look inside this organization at the commitment as well 
as the limitations of the people who make up this organization and who, as programmatic leaders 
or partners, directly impact all organizational efforts and outcomes. 
For this dissertation, the portal into the contested realm of civil society begins with 
recognizing the particular location that Food Rights occupied during my research between 2009 
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and 2010 and then into 2011 at the Beet Greens CSA. In the late 2000s, the focal organization 
was “betwixt and between,” navigating their swiftly changing position in a complex realm of 
sectors (third/nonprofit, governmental, private, and business) as the topic of quality food and 
local food systems began to reach a broader level of interest.  For instance, in the late 2000s, the 
LFS topic became a focus for city government promoting the increased use of produce to combat 
chronic disease; to support politicians' bids for office; local entrepreneurs began to see 
opportunities to cash in on the local food craze within the epicurean realm; and third-sector 
entities began vying for increased visibility and the funding opportunities that were beginning to 
be available for local food-related projects.  
 Food Rights faces many key decisions regarding its future as it continues to find its 
footing and place within the LFS landscape that began rapidly evolving after 2009. Will the 
organization be able to retain its agility? Will it be able to balance the economic development 
and entrepreneurship desires of farmers and other network constituents alongside the more 
idealized non-economic notions of civic agriculture advocates who focus on more relational and 
food justice activities? Given that some members of this network rely on either farming or some 
aspect of the network for their livelihood—and many urban constituents are in dire need of 
jobs—not considering economic needs would seem short-sighted. Yet with the inclusion of 
economic remuneration to those engaged in the LFS, the platform and civic activity will no 
doubt change as paid workers will be able to engage in this evolving system primarily based on 
skill levels and knowledge that may extend beyond or be judged in ways that are different from 
the grassroots participatory education offered by Food Rights. In fact, that very reality has 
already arrived, as evidenced by my attendance at the New York University forum described 
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above. There is no doubt about the final conclusions of this research: This collaborative 
organization is at a critical juncture where much is uncertain, as Laggiano herself notes: 
 
It's hard to predict what will happen next. Everyone is getting more stressed with 
financial cutbacks. [But] as petroleum prices impact the food system, that pushes people 
toward the agricultural system we're advocating for. Businesses are seeing opportunities 
too—small-scale entrepreneurs are seeing opportunities here. Food Rights is playing in a 
more complex landscape.149 
 
I could at this place in the Food Rights narrative paint a grim picture, showing how this 
small, grassroots organization could become subsumed by the tsunami of LFS competition that is 
now flooding NYC. However, the game is not up yet, as Latour has reminded us. Anything could 
happen as Food Rights has much in its favor: (1) it’s already established as an educational 
organization even though it has not seen itself or branded itself as such until recently; (2) this 
fact could allow it to further expand in a variety of directions as an expert in mobilizing citizens 
in volunteerism and public works around the LFS or in building skills for rural or urban farmers 
on a broader scale; (3) as a network organization it has the capacity to leverage the power of 
those associations and further expand the scope of its impact; (4) related to all of these things is 
its unique position in connecting the LFS from one end (the rural) to the other (the urban), this is 
a unique aspect of not only its network system, but of its values.  What is important about the 
notion of a network spanning the entire length and breadth (not to mention depth) of the NYC 
Foodshed, is that one cannot merely consider the rural realm as the site of production, as food 
production is taking place in both rural and urban locations within the Food Rights Network. But 
the movement within the network is decidedly uni-directional; most food is moving from the 
periphery of the Foodshed radius into NYC.  
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But let us continue to consider Food Rights' positionality in this time of both success and 
challenges. What are some other ways that this NGO could leverage its existing structure and 
programming?  It could help farmers expand into urban markets through a more robust farmer 
development program that would place more of the onus for marketing the CSA or some hybrid 
model to consumers on farmers themselves, since they have the economic incentive to do so; 6) 
it could also engage in the economic development of urban farmers and others new to 
entrepreneurship in the LFS, as well as those historically outside the economic realm of power. 
Earlier I mentioned the Foucauldian notion that power is fluid. Ortner (1999a) expands 
this idea with an argument related to the need for being strategic when faced with uneven levels 
of power: "This view of power is one that gives a great deal of agency to the nominally 
unpowerful; the name of the game is neither bowing before power nor 'resisting' it, but figuring 
out how to both acknowledge its force and shape it to one's own purposes" (p. 148). It’s with this 
very important concept that I end this narrative of Food Rights. I see this organization as being 
on the brink of possibility as it considers all the new directions and programmatic options 
available to it in the big pond of NYC's Good Food Movement. While many challenges and 
ambiguities about the future exist, these options were not available to it in the small pond where 
it previously swam. 
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Appendix B 













Innovative	  learning	  clusters	  
• Community	  food	  education	  
• Conferences	  
• Free	  workshops	  
• Policy	  and	  advocacy	  efforts	  
• Farm	  School	  





Following is a chart showing the plan for how I analyzed the data obtained from my fieldwork. I 
divided this plan into what I called "conceptual domains" and then revealed relevant "categories" 
or areas of interest that I had found within those domains. The findings that came from this 
analytic approach are covered in chapter 8. 
 
 
 Conceptual Domain Categories within Domain 
Social change domains: How 
and where FR tries to affect 
social change 
 
Support for sustainable or regenerative LFS  
Participatory education as a means to 
promote civic agriculture 
Use of civic engagement to support LFS 
Use of networks to support LFS 
Social change landscape: FR 
notions about how it can 
affect food system change 
with the help of its 
constituents and partners 
compared with study data 
 
How FR teaches constituents about LFS  
The basis for FR knowledge dissemination is 
grounded in promoting the LFS  
FR aims for broad social sector alignment 
(third, business, government, private) 
How Networks of Innovation 




Fosters trust/respect  
Embedded in local social structures  
Economic Development 
Agility/flexibility 
Soft infrastructure (learning, skills)  
How Actor Network Theory 
applies to the FR Network 
 
Length of network chain  
Holistic structure  
Powerful links/contact points  
Effort required to maintain network  
